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PREFACE 


NIS years have passed away since the first volume of this work ` 
was published, and the present volume has been in the press for 
more than two years. During the last seven years bad health hasbeen 
responsible for many interruptions. In the first volume manu- 
scripts were sparingly used, but in the present work numerous 
unpublished and almost unknown manuscripts have been referred 
to. Thesecould not be collected easily, and it took time to read them; 
many of them were old and moth-eaten and it was not often easy to 
decipher the handwriting. It has not always been possible, how- 
ever, to give an elaborate account of the content of all these manu- 
scripts, for in many cases they contained no new matter and had 
therefore only been mentioned by name, a fact which could beascer- 
tained only after long and patient study, since records of them 
were previously unknown. A considerable delay was also caused 
in the writing of this volume by the fact that large portions of 
what will appear in the third volume had to be compiled before 
the manuscripts had left the author's hands. In any event, the 
author offers his sincere apologies for the delay. 

'The manuscript of the third volume has made good «progress 
and, barring illness and other accidents, will soon be sent to 
press. This volume will contain a fairly elaborate account of the 
principal dualistic and pluralistic systems, such as the philosophy 
of the Pafica-ratra, Bhāskara, Yamuna, Rāmānuja and his followers, 
Madhva and his followers, the Bhagavata-purana and the Gaudīya 
school of Vaisnavism. The fourth and the fifth volumes will 
deal with the philosophy of Vallabha and some other lesser known 
schools of Vaisnavism, the philosophy of the Purāņas, Tantras, the 
different schools of Saivas, Saktas, Indian Aesthetics, the philo- 
sophy of right and law and the religious systems that have found 
their expression in some of the leading vernaculars of India. 

A new impression of the first volume is now in the press. The 
present volume contains four chapters on Sankara Vedanta, the 
Medical Speculations of the Ancient Hindus, and the Philosophy 
of the Yoga-vāsistha and the Bhagavad-gītā. A good deal of the 
Sankara Vedanta, especially in regard to its controversy with 
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Bhāskara, Rāmānuja, Madhva and their followers, still remains to 
be treated in the third volume. 

A word of explanation may be needed with regard to the inclusion 
in a work on Indian philosophy of the speculations of the Indian 
medical schools. Biology has recently played a great partin liberating 
philosophy from its old-world ideas. In ancient India, Biology had 
not grown into a separate science; whatever biological ideas were 
current in India were mixed up with medical, osteological and 
physiological speculations, the only branches of study in ancient 
India which may be regarded as constituting an experimental 
science. It was therefore thought that a comprehensive work on 
the history of Indian philosophy would be sadly defective without 
a chapter on these speculations, which introduce also some dis- 
tinctly new ethical and eschatological concepts and a view of life 
which is wholly original. The biological notions of growth, de- 
velopment and heredity of these schools are no less interesting, and 
their relations to the logical categories of Nyàya are very instructive. 

No attempt has been made to draw any comparisons or contrasts 
with Western philosophy, since in a work of this type it would 
most likely have been misleading and would have obscured the 
real philosophical issues. The study here presented is strictly 
faithful to the original Sanskrit texts within the limits of the 
present writer's capacities. Often the ground covered has been 
wholly new and the materials have been obtained by a direct and 
first-hand study of all available texts and manuscripts. Nevertheless 
Some sources, containing, possibly, valuable materials, inevitably 
remain unconsulted, for many new manuscripts will be discovered 
in future, and our knowledge of Indian philosophy must advance 
but slowly. In spite of the greatest care, errors of interpretation, 
exposition and expression may have crept in and for these the 
author craves the indulgence of sympathetic readers. 

Since the publication of the first volume of the present work, 
many treatises on Indian philosophy have appeared in India and 
elsewhere. But it has not been possible to refer to many of these. 
The present attempt is mainly intended to give an exposition of 
Indian thought strictly on the basis of the original texts and 
commentaries, and not to eradicate false views by indulging in 
controversy ; and, since the author takes upon himself the responsi- 
bility of all the interpretations of the texts that he has used, and since 
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he has drawn his materials mostly from them, it has seldom been 
possible to refer to the efforts of his fellow-workers in the field. 
Occasionally, however, he has had to discuss and sometimes to bor- 
row the views of other writers in the assessment of chronological 
facts, and he also expresses his indebtedness to such other writers 
who have worked upon some of the special problems of Indian 
thought. It has been suggested to him that it would have been better 
if the views of other writers had been fully criticized, but however 
that may be, such criticism has been considered as beyond the 
Scope of this work, which, as at present planned, will cover some 
3000 pages when completed. 

The chronological views regarding the antiquity of the Gītā may 
appear heretical, but it is hoped that they may be deemed ex- 
cusable, for this is an age of toleration, and they are not more 
heretical than the views of many distinguished writers on Indian 
chronology. In the chapter on the Gita, some repetition of the 
same views in different contexts was inevitable on account of the 
looseness of the structure of the Gita, which is an ethico-religious 
treatise and not a system of philosophy. This, however, has been 
studiously avoided in the other chapters. Neither the Yoga-vasistha 
nor the Gita are systematic works on philosophy, and yet no 
treatment of Indian philosophy can legitimately ignore their 
claims. For in a country where philosophy and religion have 
been inseparably associated, the value of such writings as breathe 
the spirit of philosophy cannot be over-estimated, and no history 
of Indian philosophy worth the name can do without them. 

I have no words sufficient to express my gratitude to my 
esteemed friend, Dr F. W. 'Thomas, Boden Professor of Sanskrit, 
Oxford, who went through the proofs in two of their stages 
and thus co-operated with me in the trouble of correcting 
them. I fear that in spite of our joint efforts many errors have 
escaped our eyes, but had it not been for his kind help the 
imperfections of the book would have been greater. I must similarly 
thank my friend, Mr Douglas Ainstie, for help with the proofs. 
My thanks are also due to my pupils, Dr M. Eleade (Bucharest), 
Mr Janakiballabh Bhattacharyya, M.A., and my other friends, 
Messrs Satkari Mookerjee, M.A., Durgacharan Chatterjee, M.A., 
Srish Chandra Das Gupta, M.A., and my daughter, Miss Maitreyi 
Devi, for the assistance they rendered me in getting the manuscript 
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ready for the press, inserting diacritical marks, comparing the 
references and the like, and also in arranging the index cards. But 
as none of them had the whole charge of any of these tasks, and 
as their help was only of an occasional nature, the responsibility 
for imperfections belongs to the author and not to them. 


SURENDRANATH DASGUPTA 
Calcutta, 1931 
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CHAPTER XI 
THE ŠANKARA SCHOOL OF VEDĀNTA (continued) 


"THE treatment of the school of Sankara Vedanta in the preceding 
chapter may be considered fairly sufficient for all ordinary pur- 
poses. But the reputation of this school of thought stands so high, 
and so many people are interested in it, that it was pointed out to 
me that it would be desirable to go into a little more detailed study 
of it. An additional justification for such a suggestion is to be 
found in the regrettable fact that, though numerous elementary 
and half-informed treatises have been published both in this 
country and in Europe, I do not know of any systematic study of 
the system in any of the modern languages of Europe or Asia 
which has been based on a first-hand study of the works of the 
great thinkers of this school who followed Sankara and developed 
his system in a remarkably recondite manner. The comparatively 
small compass of this chapter in a History of Indian Philosophy 
cannot be expected to fulfil adequately such a demand; but still it 
may be expected that an attempt to bring out some of these 
materials by some amount of detailed study will be excusable, 
though it may seem slightly to disturb the general plan of this work. 


The World-Appearance. 


The Upanisads, called also the Vedanta, contain passages which 
indicate very different lines of thought, theistic, pantheistic, of 
self as the only ultimate reality, creationism, etc. The works of 
those commentators who wrote commentaries on the Upanisads 
before Sankara and tried to interpret them on the supposition that 
there was one uniform, systematic, dogmatic philosophy in them 
are now practically all lost, and all that we can know of them is 
contained in the meagre references that are found in Sankara's 
commentaries or the works of other, later, commentators. As an 
example I may refer to Bhartrprapafica, who tried to give a realistic 
interpretation of the Brhad-aranyaka Upanisad by treating the 
world and souls as real emanations from God or Brahman}. 

1 Fragments of Bhartrprapafica from the writings of Sankara and his com- 
mentator Ānandajiāna and from Suresvara's Varttika have been collected by 


Prof. Hiriyanna, Mysore, in a short paper read at the Third Oriental Conference 
in Madras in 1924, published in Madras in 1925. 
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Šankara inherited from his predecessors the opinion that the 
Upanisads teach us one consistent systematic philosophy, but, 
being under the influence of Gaudapāda, differed from them 
on the nature of this philosophy, which he propounded so elabo- 
rately in all his commentaries on the Upanisads and the Brahma- 
sütras. 

The main thesis of Sankara, as has already been pointed out 
in the preceding chapter, consists of the view that Brahman alone 
is the ultimate reality, while everything else is false. He was 
interested in proving that this philosophy was preached in the 
Upanisads; but in the Upanisads there are many passages which 
are clearly of a theistic and dualistic purport, and no amount of 
linguistic trickery could convincingly show that these could yield 
a meaning which would support Sankara's thesis. Sankara there- 
fore introduces the distinction of a common-sense view (vyāva- 
harika) and a philosophic view (paramarthika), and explains the 
Upanisads on the supposition that, while there are some passages 
in them which describe things from a purely philosophic point of 
view, there are many others which speak of things only from a 
common-sense dualistic view of a real world, real souls and a real 
God as creator. Sankara has applied this method of interpretation 
not only in his commentary on the Upanisads, but also in his 
commentary on the Brahma-sütra. Judging by the sūtras alone, 
it does not seem to me that the Brahma-sütra supports the 
philosophical doctrine of Sankara, and there are some sūtras which 
Sankara himself interpreted in a dualistic manner. He was never 
afraid of indulging in realistic interpretations ; for he could easily get 
out of the difficulty by asserting that all the realistic conceptions 
found in the sūtras or in the Upanisad passages were merely an 
estimate of things from the common-sense point of view. ‘Though 
on the basis of Sankara's own statements, as well as those of his 
later commentators and other adherents of his school, there is 
hardly any room for doubt regarding the meaning and force of 
Sankara's philosophy, yet at least one Indian scholar has sought 
to prove that Sankara’s philosophy was realistic!. That there was 
some amount of realism in Šankara is proved by his own con- 
fession, when he criticizes the uncompromising Buddhistic idealists 
(vijūāna-vādins) ortheso-called Buddhistic nihilists (Sanya-vadins). 


. ` Advaita Philosophy by K. Vidyāratna, published by the Calcutta Univer- 
sity Press, 1924. 3 
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I have already discussed in a general way in what sense according 
to the Vedānta, from the point of view of the Sankara school of 
Vedānta as interpreted by his later adherents, the world is an 
illusion. But in the present section I propose to discuss Sankara’s 
own statements, as well as the statements of some of his important 
followers, on the subject of the nature of world-illusion. This is 
one of the most important points of the Sankara school of 
philosophy and needs a discussion in some detail. 

But before I take it up, I am naturally reminded of the views 
of Buddhist idealism and the so-called Buddhistic nihilism, and it 
seems desirable that Sankara's doctrine of illusion should be treated 
in connection with the doctrines of illusion in those systems of 
Buddhistic thought which preceded Šankara. Taking the Sūnya- 
vada theory of Nagarjuna and Candrakirti, we see that they also 
introduced the distinction between limited truth and absolute 
truth. Thus Nagarjuna says in his Mādhyamika-sūtras that the 
Buddhas preach their philosophy on the basis of two kinds of truth, 
truth as veiled by ignorance and depending on common-sense pre- 
suppositions and judgments (saynvrti-satya) and truth as unqualified 
and ultimate (paramartha-satya)!. The word samvrti literally means 
"closed." Candrakīrti explains samurti as meaning “closing on 
all sides” and says that it is ignorance (ajñāna) which is denoted 
by the term samorti here, because it covers the truth of all things?. 
In this sense the whole of the world of our experience of causes 
and effects, which we perceive and of which we speak, presents an 
appearance which is hidden by ignorance. This world is not con- 
tradicted in our world-experience; but, as each and every entity 
of this world is produced by other things or entities, and they 
again by others, and as we cannot specify the nature of each one 
of them without referring to others which produced them or from 
which they originated, and tracing those again to other causes and 


i dve satye samupāšritya buddhànàm dharma-dešanā 
loka-samvrti-satyam ca satyam ca paramārthatah. 
Mādhyamika-sūtra, xxiv. 8, p. 492, B.B. edition. 

? Ajüanam hi samantāt sarva-padārtha-tattvāvacchādanāt samurtir ity ucyate. 
Ibid. Candrakirti however gives two other meanings of the word samurti, which 
do not seem to be so closely connected with the etymology. In the first of the 
two meanings sayvrti means interdependent origination or pratītya-samutpāda, 
and in the second it means the conventional world of common-sense, which can 
be expressed or indicated by speech and language and which we are supposed 
to know and refer to in all our experiences involving the knower and the known— 
samvrtih samketo loka-vyavaharah, sa ca abhidhānābhidheya-jītāna-jīteyādilak- 
sanah. 

1-2 
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so on, it is not possible to assert anything as to the nature or 
characteristic (svabhava) of anything as itis. Things are known to 
us only as being the result of the combination of many entities or as 
product complexes. Nothing is produced of itself, and so the pro- 
ducts are never by themselves self-existent, but exist only through 
the coming together of different entities. That which has any nature 
of its own cannot owe its origination to other complexes, and so there 
is nothing in our world-experience which has a nature of its own. 
The apparent reality of the world has therefore the mysterious veil 
of ignorance over it, and it is this veil of ignorance which is referred 
to by the term /oka-samvrta. This is spoken of also as tathya-samvrti 
(real ignorance), as distinguished from mithyā-samvrti (false ignor- 
ance), properly used of the ordinary illusions and hallucinations 
of magic, mirage reflections, etc.! Those appearances which are 
due to sense-defects or other causes and are therefore contradicted 
in experience are called mithya-samurta, because their falsehood is 
discovered in experience. The falsehood of the world-appearances, 
however, can be realized only when their real nature (paramártha- 
rūpa) as a succession of essenceless products of causal complexes 
is properly understood. The world holds good and remains un- 
contradicted and has all the appearance of reality in all our practical 
experiences, and it is only when it is understood that these pheno- 
mena have no nature of their own that they are considered false. 
All teachings in philosophy take for granted the world-appearances, 
subjective and objective, and try to give a rational analysis and 
estimate of them; and it is only through an experience of these 
world-phenomena and a rational understanding of them that one 
realizes their truth as being a mere flow of causes and effects devoid 
of essence. The appearance of the world as reality is therefore true 
only in a limited manner during the period when the veil of ignor- 
ance is not removed from our eyes; and this is signified by 
designating the truth (satya) of the world as only loka-samorta. 
"This world-appearance is however relatively true when compared 
with the ordinary illusions of perception (when, e.g., a piece of 
rope is perceived as a snake, or when one sees a mirage in a desert). 

But a question arises—if the world-appearance has no essence 
of its own, how is it that it appears to have one, or how is it 
that the world-phenomena appear at all? To such a question 
Nāgārjuna's answer is that the appearance of the world is like the 


1 Bodhi-caryāvatāra-patījikā, p. 353, Biblotheca Indica Series, 1902. 
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appearance of mirages or dreams, which have no reality of their 
own, but still present an objective appearance of reality!. The 
world is not a mere nothing, like a lotus of the sky or the hare's 
horn, which are simply non-existent (avidyamana). Thus there is 
not only the ultimate truth (paramartha); there is also the relative 
truth of the phenomenal world (loka-samurti-satya); there are, 
further, the sense-illusions, hallucinations and the like which are. 
contradicted in ordinary experience (aloka-samvrta or mithyā- 
samvrta), and also that which is merely non-existent, like the hare's 
horn. The error (viparyasa) of world-appearance is considered as 
being of four kinds, viz. the consideration of the momentary as 
eternal, the consideration of the painful as being pleasurable, the 
consideration of the unholy as holy, and of that which has no soul 
as having a soul?. And this error is due to ignorance (avidya). 
Candrakirti quotes a passage from the ZIrya-drdhasaya-pariprccha, 
in which it is said that, just as a man may see in a dream that he 
is spending the night with the wife of the king, and, suddenly 
realizing that he is discovered, tries to fly for fear of his life 
(thus perceiving the presence of a woman, where there is none), so 
we are always falling into the error of asserting that we have per- 
ceived the manifold world-appearance where there is none?. 

Such analogies of error naturally suggest the supposition that 
there must be some reality which is mistaken as some other thing ; 
but, as has already been explained, the Buddhists emphasized the 
fact that, in dreams, the illusory appearances were no doubt objec- 
tively known as objective presentations of which we had previously 
become aware—experiences through which we pass, though there 
is no reality on which these appearances rest or are imposed. It 
was here that Sankara differed. Thus, in his introduction to the 
commentary on the Brahma-siitra he says that the essence of all 
illusory perception is that one thing is mistaken for another, that 
the qualities, characteristics or attributes of one thing are taken 
for the qualities, characteristics or attributes of another. Illusion 
is defined as the false appearance in some object of something 

1 Mādhyamika-sūtra, xxu. 8. 

2 [ha catvāro viparyāsā ucyante: tadyathā pratiksaņa-vināšini skandha- 
paiicake yo nityam iti grahah sa viparydsah. . .duhkhatmake skandha-paūcake yah 
sukham iti viparito gráhah so "paro viparyāsaļ,...šarīram asuci-svabhavam tatra 
yo fucitvena grahah sa viparydsah,. . .pafica-skandham nirātmakam tasmin ya 
ātma-grāhah anātmani ātmāblunivešah sa viparyāsah. Candrakirti’s commentary 


on ibid. XXIII. 13. Compare it with the Yoga-sūtra, 11. 5, Anandagrama Series. 
* Candrakirti's commentary on the Mādhyamika-sūtra, XXII. 13. 
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experienced before, resembling a memory image. It is explained by 
some as being the false affirmation of the characteristics of one thing 
in regard to another; others explain it as an error due to the non- 
apprehension of the difference between that which is wrongly 
apprehended and the misapprehended object which the former is 
wrongly supposed to be; others think that, when one thing is 
misapprehended as another, the illusion consists in the fancying of 
the former entity as being endowed with strange characteristics 
(viparita-dharmatva); but in all these different ways of analysis 
illusion fundamentally is nothing but the false appearance of 
one thing with the characteristics of another. So also it may be 
that a conch-shell appears as silver or that one moon appears as 
two moons?. Šankara then suggests that, since the universal self 
(pratyag-ātman) is felt through our feeling of “I” and since it is 
immediate in all experience (aparoksa), it is not absolutely un- 
related and unindicated (avisaya) in experience, and consequently 
it is quite possible that the non-self (anātman) and its character- 
istics may be illusorily imposed upon the universal self. This 
illusory imposition of the non-self and its characteristics on the 
universal self is called nescience (avidya). 

In his commentary on Gaudapada’s Kārikā, 1. 17, Šankara says 
that, when a piece of rope falsely appears as a snake, this is merely 
false imposition or appearance, not existence. The illusory appear- 
ance of the snake did not really bring into existence a snake, 
Which later on became non-existent when right knowledge super- 
vened. It was a mere illusion, and the rope-snake had no existence 
at all?, Sankara in commenting on Gaudapāda's Kārikā explains 
with approval Gaudapāda's view that the world of common ex- 
Perience is as illusory as a dream. Dreams are false; for in a dream 
a man may have the experience of going to distant places, and yet, 
when he wakes up, he finds that he has been asleep for a few 
seconds only, and has not moved a foot from his bed. The dream 
experiences are therefore false, because they are contradicted by 
the waking experiences. But the Waking experiences, being similar 
to dream experiences, are equally false. For both sets of ex- 
periences involve the duality of subject and object, and are therefore 

1 Šankara's Adhyasa-bhasya on the Brahma 
Bombay, 1904. 


* Rajjvām sarpa iva kalpitatvāt na tu sa vid i rajjvā ānti- 

auod a lyate...na hi rajjvām bhrānti- 

buddhyā kalpitah sarpo vidyamānah san vivekato nivrttah; tathedam prapan- 
cakhyam māyā-mātram. Gaudapada’s-Karika, 1. 17, Ānandāšrama Series. 


-sūtra, Nirņaya-Sāgara Press, 
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fundamentally more or less the same: so that, if one of them is 
false, the other also is false. The world-experience is like other 
well-known instances of illusion—the mirage, for example. Since 
it had no existence in the beginning, and will not have any existence 
in the end, neither can it have existence in the intervening period 
of appearance. The objection that our waking experiences fulfil 
practical purposes and have thus associated with them the prag- 
matic test of truth, which is absent in the case of dream experiences, 
is invalid; for the pragmatic tests of the waking experiences may 
well be contradicted by dream experiences; a man who goes 
to sleep after a sumptuous feast may well dream that he has been 
starving for days together. Both our inner world of mind and its 
experiences and the outer objective world are thus false creations! 
But Gaudapada and Sankara differ from the Sūnyavādin Buddhists 
in this—that they think that even false creations must have some 
basis in truth. If a rope appears as a snake, the false creation of 
the snake has some basis in the truth of the rope: there could 
not be false creations and false appearances without any firm basis 
of truth (spada) underlying them?. Nagarjuna, it will be re- 
membered, tried to prove the falsity of all appearances on the 
ground of their being interdependent and not having anything 
which could be pointed out as their own nature. The dialectic 
being applicable to all appearances, there was nothing left which 
was not relative and interdependent, nothing which was self- 
evident by nature and which was intelligible by itself without 
reference to anything else. It is this interdependence and relativity 
of all appearances that was called “nothingness” or sūnyātā by 
Nāgārjuna. There was nothing which could be affirmed of anything 
independently by itself without reference to something else ; nothing 
therefore could be conceived as having any essence by itself. 
All appearances were therefore only interdependent phantom crea- 
tions; and it was precisely this interdependence that proved the 
essencelessness of their natures. There was no basis of truth any- 
where. There was nothing which had any essence. But neither 
Sankara nor Gaudapada appears to have tried to show why the 
inner world of thoughts, ideas, emotions, volitions and the outer 
world of objects should be considered as being illusory appearances. 


1 Sankara's commentary on Gaudapāda's Kārikā, 11. 1-12. 
2 Na hi nirāspadā rajju-sarpa-mrgatrsnikadayah kvacit upalabhyante. Ibid. 
1, 6. 
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Their main point seems to consist in a dogmatic statement that 
all appearances or experiences are false just as dream experi- 
ences are false. The imperfect analogy of waking experiences 
is made into an argument, and the entire manifold of appearances 
is declared to be false. But it is urged at the same time that these 
false creations must have some basis of truth; the changing ap- 
pearances must have some unchanging basis on which they are 
imposed—and this basis is the self (ātman), or Brahman, which is 
the only thing that is permanent, unchanging and real. This self 
is the being of pure intelligence, which is one identical unit, 
negating all differences and duality (visuddha-vijfiapti-matra-satta- 
dvaya-ripena)'. Just as the false creation of “snake” appears in the 
case of the “rope,” so all such judgments as “I am happy,” “I am 
unhappy,” “I am ignorant,” “I am born,” “I am old,” “I am 
with a body,” “I perceive,” etc., are all merely false predications 
associated with the self; they are all false, changing and illusory 
Predications, and it is only the self which remains permanent 
through all such judgments. The self is entirely different from all 
such predications; it is self-luminous and self-manifesting, shining 
independently by itself, 

By applying the dialectic of mutual interdependence, pratitya- 
samutpāda, Nagarjuna tried to prove that there was nothing which 
could be pointed out as the essence of anything as it is; but he 
did not explain how the appearances which were nothing more 
than phantom creations came to be what they were. How did 
the world-appearance of essenceless interdependent phenomena 
show itself? Sankara did not try to prove with a keen logical 
dialectic that the world-appearance was false: he simply took it 
for granted, since the Upanisads proclaimed Brahman as the 
ultimate reality. But how did the world-appearance manifest itself? 

aūkara does not seem to go deeply into this guestion and simply 
passes it over in asserting that this world-appearance is all due 
to ignorance (avidyā); it could not be spoken of as either existing 
Or non-existing; it was merely illusory, like the conch-shell silver. 
But Padmapada, who wrote the commentary known as Parīca-pādikā 
on the first four sūtras of Sankara’s commentary on the Brahma- 
sūtras, says that the precise meaning of the term “false conception ” 
(mithyā-jūāna) in Sankara’s introduction to his commentary on the 
Brahma-sūtras is that there is a force or power or potency (sakti) of 

1 Gaudapada’s Kārikā, n. 17. 
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nescience which constitutes materiality (jadātmikā avidya-saktih), 
and that it is this potency which transforms itself into the stuff 
(upādāna) of the world-appearance!. It is well to remember in 
this connection that, according to Sankara’s philosophy, it is not 
only the objective world that constitutes the world of appearance, 
but also the subjective world of all experiences and predicates that 
may be associated with the self. Thus, when one says “I,” this 
ego-hood is analysed as involving two parts—the one, pure in- 
telligence or pure consciousness; and the other, the concept of 
subjectivity, which is illuminated, expressed or manifested by the 
underlying pure intelligence with which it is falsely associated. 
The concept of subjectivity stands here as materiality, or objec- 
tivity, which is made to float up by the power of pure intelligence, 
thus causing the judgment “I am” or “I am a man?." This 
avidya-sakti, or power of avidyā, subsists in the pure self and, on 
the one hand, arrests the revelation of its true nature as Brahman, 
and, on the other hand, transforms itself into the various 
concepts associated with the psychological self of our ordinary 
experience?, The illusion consists in the association of the psycho- 
logical qualities of thinking, feeling, willing, etc. with the trans- 
cendent or universal self (pratyak-citi). These psychological deter- 
minations are all mutually connected with one another. Thus, to 
be able to enjoy pleasures, one must first act; one can only act 
when one has attachments, antipathies and desires, and one can 
have attachments and desires only when one has experienced joys 
and sorrows—so these psychological determinations in a beginning- 
less cycle are always naturally associated with the transcendent 
self-luminous self*. 

It should be clear from the foregoing discussion that, as 
Padmapāda or Prakasatman explains, ajñāna or nescience is 
some kind of indefinable stuff out of the transformations of which 
subjective psychological experiences and the world of objects have 
come into being. This ajfizna is not the ajfana of the Buddhists, 
i.e. a wrong notion or misconception, and this adhyasa, or illusion, 

1 Paica-pādikā, p. 4, the Vizianagram Sanskrit Series, 1891. 

2 asmat-pratyaye yo 'nidam-amšas cid-eka-rasah tasmims tad-bala-nirbhāsita- 
tayā laksaņato yusmad-arthasya manusyābhimānasya sambhedaivāvabhāsah sa 
eva adhyāsah. Ibid. p. 3. 

3 atah sā pratyak-citi brahma-svarüpavabhasam pratibadhnāti ahamkārād- 
y-atad-rūpa-pratibhāsa-nimittam ca bhavati. Ibid. p. 5. 

* Prakāšātman's Pafīca-pādikā-vivaraņa, p. 10, the Vizianagram Sanskrit 
Series, 1892. 
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is not the viparyaya of Nāgārjuna; for here it is a positive power 
Or stuff. Thus Prakāšātman argues that all effects have at their 
back some cause, which forms their stuff or material; the world- 
appearance, being also an effect, must have some stuff out of which 
it has evolved or was made up; and ajitāna, lying in the trans- 
cendent self as a separate power, is such a material cause! This 
avidyā-potency in the transcendent self is positive in its nature. 
This positive ajitāna is directly perceived in such immediate per- 
ceptions as “I do not know myself or others," and can also be 
inferred or comprehended by implication, The fact that ajñāna 
or avidyā is spoken of as a power inherent in the transcendent self 
shows that it is dependent thereon ;avidyā is not,however,a power, 
but a substance or entity which has certain powers by which it 
transforms itself into the cosmic appearances, subjective and ob- 
jective; yet it is called a power, or sakti, because of its dependence 
(para-tantratā) on the transcendent self, and it is in consideration 
of the entire dependence of avidyà and its transformations on the 
self that the self is regarded as the material cause of all effects— 
the cosmic appearances of the world and the mind?, The self thus 
not only holds the aj within it as a dependent function, 
but in spite of its self-luminosity it can be reacted upon by the 
ajüiána with its manifold Powers in such a way that it can be 
veiled by this ajñāna and made the underlying basis of all world- 
appearances of ajfiána-transformationst. 

Appaya Dīksita, referring in his Siddhānta-leša to the view of 
the writer of the Padārtha-tattva, summarizes the matter thus: 
Brahman and Māyā form together the material cause (ubhayam 
upādānam), and hence it is that in the world-appearance there are 
two distinct characteristics, “being” (sattā) from Brahman and 
materiality (jādya) from Māyā. Brahman is the cause, as the 
unchanging basis of the Māyā, which is the cause as being the 

1 sarvam ca kāryam sopādānam bhāva-kāryatvāt ghatādivad ity anumānāt 
---tasmdn mithyārtha-taj-ji mii bhūt. (dam upādāna- 

iānātmakam  mitkyā-bkūtam adhy p 


kāraņa-sāpeksam.. mithyá-Tüanam eva „Patīca-pādikā-vivaraņa, 
PP. 11-12. 


3 

3 faktir ity átma-para-tantrataya ütmanah sarva-kāryopādānasya nirvodh- 
rtvam. Ibid. p. 13. Ātma-kāraņatva-nircodhrteād ātma-para-tantratvā ca šakti- 
matyām api šakti-šabda upacaritah. Akhaņģānanda Muni's Tattva-dīpana, 
P. 65, Chowkhambā Sanskrit Book Depot, Benares, 1902, 

* atah svaprakāše "pi ātmani vicitra-sakti-bhava-rüpavidya-prayuktam āva- 
ranam durapahnavam. Rāmānanda Sarasvatī's Vivaraņopanyāsa, p. 16, Chow- 
khambā Sanskrit Book Depot, Benares, 1901. 
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stuff that actually undergoes transformation!, Vacaspati Misra 
also conceives Brahman, jointly with its avidya, to be the material 
cause of the world (avidyā-sahita-brahmopādānam)?. In his adora- 
tion hymn at the beginning of his Bhamati he describes Brahman 
as being in association with its companion, the indefinable avidya, 
the unchanging cause of the entire objective universe?. Sarva- 
jiiatma Muni, however, does not wish to give maya the same degree 
of co-operation in the production of the world-appearance as 
Brahman, and considers the latter to be the real material cause of 
the world through the instrumentality of Maya; for Brahman, 
being absolutely changeless, cannot by itself be considered as cause, 
so that, when Brahman is spoken of as cause, this can only be in a 
remote and modified sense (upalaksana), through the instrumen- 
tality of māyā*. The author of the Siddhanta-muktavali is referred 
to by Appaya Diksita as holding that it is the maya and maya alone 
that forms the stuff of the world-appearance; and that Brahman 
is not in any way the material cause of the universe, but that it is 
only the basis of the subsistence of maya and is only from that 
point of view spoken of as being the material cause”. 

It is clear that the above differences of view regarding the 
nature of the relation between maya and the self or Brahman in 
the production of the world-appearance are mere scholastic dis- 
putes over words or modes of expression, and have but little 
philosophical significance. As has already been said, these ques- 
tions do not seem to have arisen in Sankara's mind. He did not 
think it worth while to explain anything definitely regarding the 
nature of avidyā and its relation with Brahman, and the part that 
it played in supplying the material stuff of the universe. The world 
was an illusion, and Brahman was the basis of truth on which these 
illusions appeared ; for even illusions required something on which 
they could appear. He never faced squarely the difficulties that 
are naturally connected with the theory, and was not therefore 
concerned to explain the definite relation of maya to Brahman 
in connection with the production of the phantom show of the 
universe. 'The natural objection against such views is that the term 


1 Siddhanta-lesa, p. 12, V.S. Series, 1890. 

2 Bhāmatī on Šaūkara's Bhāsva, 1. 1. 2, Nirnaya-Sagara Press, 1904. 

* Anirvācyāvidyā-dvitaya-sacivasya prabhavato vivartā yasyaite viyad-anila- 
tejob-avanayah, ibid. p. 1. 

1 Samksepa-šārīraka, 1. 333, 334, Bhāū Sastri’s edition. 

5 Siddhanta-leía, p. 13, V.S. Series, 1890. 
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avidyā (formed by compounding the negative particle a and 
vidya “knowledge ”) may mean either absence of knowledge (vidya- 
bhavah) or false knowledge (mithya-jnanam) ; and in neither of these 
meanings can it be supposed to behave as the material cause or 
substance-stuff of anything; for a false knowledge cannot be a 
substance out of which other things are made!. ‘The answer given 
by Ānandabodha Bhattāraka to such an objection is that this avidyā 
is not a psychological ignorance, but a special technical category, 
which is beginningless and indefinable (anādy-antrvācyāvidyāsra- 
yanat). The acceptance of such a category is a hypothesis which 
one is justified in holding as valid, since it explains the facts. 
Effects must have some cause behind them, and a mere instru- 
mental cause cannot explain the origination of the substratum of 
the effect; again, effects which are not true cannot have for their 
material cause (upādāna-kāraņa) that which is true, nor can they 
have for their material cause that which is absolutely non-existent. 
So, since the material cause of the world can neither be true nor 
be anything which is absolutely non-existent, the hypothesis is 
naturally forced upon the Vedāntists that the material cause of 
this false world-appearance is an entity which is neither existent 
nor non-existent?. Ānandabodha in his Pramāņa-mālā quotes ap- 
provingly from the Brahma-tattva-samiksa of Vācaspati to show that 
avidyā is called avidyā or nescience because it is a hypothetic 
category which is neither “is” nor “is not,” and is therefore 
unintelligible; avidyā signifies particularly the unintelligibility of 
this category’. Anandabodha points out that the acceptance of 
avidya is merely the logical consequence of indicating some 
possible cause of the world-appearance—considering the nature 
of the world-appearance as it is, its cause can only be something 
which neither is nor is not; but what we understand by such 
a category, we cannot say; it is plainly unintelligible; the logical 
requirements of such a category merely indicate that that which is 
the material cause of this false world-appearance cannot be re- 
garded either as existing or as non-existing; but this does not 


1 avidyā hi vidyābhavo mithyā-jūānam và na cobhayam kasya cit samavāyi- 
kāraņam adravyatvāt. Ānandabodha's Nyāya-makaranda, p. 122, Chowkhambā 
Sanskrit Book Depot, Benares, 1901. 

2 Ibid. pp. 122-124. 

,* sad-asad-ubhayanubhayadi-prakaraih anirvacantyatvam eva hy avidyanam 
avidyātvam. Brahma-tattva-samīksā as quoted in Pramāņa-mālā, p. 10, Chow- 
khamba Sanskrit Book Depot, Benares, 19c7. i 
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make this concept either intelligible or consistent!. The concept 
of avidya is thus plainly unintelligible and inconsistent. 


Thought and its Object in Buddhism and in Vedanta. 


The Vedanta takes a twofold view of things; the first view refers 
to ultimate reality and the second to appearance. This ultimate 
reality is pure intelligence, as identical with pure bliss and pure 
being. This is called ultimately real in the sense that it is regarded 
as changeless. By pure intelligence the Vedanta does not mean the 
ordinary cognitional states; for these have a subjective and an 
objective content which are extraneous to them. This pure in- 
telligence is pure immediacy, identical with the fact of revelation 
found in all our conscious states. Our apprehensions of objects 
are in some sense events involving both a subjective and an ob- 
jective content; but their special feature in every case is a revelatory 
inwardness or immediacy which is non-temporal and changeless. 
The fact that we see, hear, feel, touch, think, remember is equi- 
valent to saying that there are various kinds of cognizings. But 
what is the nature of this cognizing? Is it an act or a fact? When 
I see a blue colour, there is a blue object, there is a peculiar 
revelation of an appearance as blue and a revelation of the “I” 
as perceiver. The revelation is such that it is both a revelation of 
a certain character as blue and of a certain thing called the blue 
object. When a revelation occurs in perception, it is one and 
it reveals both the object and its appearance in a certain 
character as blue. The revelation is not the product of a certain 
relation which happens to subsist at any time between the 
character-appearance and the object; for both the character- 
appearance as blue and the object are given in revelation. The 
revelation is self-evident and stands unique by itself. Whether I see, 
or hear, or feel, or change, the fact remains that there is some sort 
of an awareness which does not change. Awareness is ever present 
by itself and does not undergo the changes that its contents undergo. 
I may remember that I had seen a blue object five minutes pre- 
viously ; but, when I do this, what I perceive is the image of a blue 
object, with certain temporal and spatial relations, which arises or 


1 Vailaksanya-vaco-yuktir hi pratiyogi-nirupanad yauktikatva-prakatana- 
bhalā na tv evam-riipatayah sāmatījasya-sampādanāya ity avocāma. Pramāņa- 
mālā, p. 10. 
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becomes revealed; but the revelation itself cannot be revealed 
again. I may be conscious, but I cannot be conscious of con- 
sciousness. For consciousness as such, though ever present in its 
immediacy, cannot become an object of any other consciousness. 
There cannot be any such thing as the awareness of an awareness 
or the'awareness of the awareness of an awareness, though we may 
multiply such phrases in language at our pleasure. When I re- 
member that I have been to Trinity College this morning, that 
only means that I have an image of the way across the commons, 
through Church Street and Trinity Street; my movements through 
them are temporally pushed backward, but all this is a revelation 
as image at the present moment and not a revelation of a past 
revelation. I cannot say that this present image in any way reveals 
that particular image as the object of the present revelation. But 
the former revelation could not be held to be distinct from the 
present one; for distinction is always based on content and not on 
revelation. Revelation as such is identical and, since this is so, one 
revelation cannot be the object of another. It is incorrect to say 
that ‘A is A” means that one A becomes itself over again. It is 
owing to the limitations of grammatical terminology that identity 
is thus described. Identity thus understood is different from what 
we understand by identity as a relation. Identity understood as a 
relation presupposes some difference or otherness and thus is not 
self-contained. And it is because it is not self-contained that it 
can be called a relation. When it is said that A is identical with 4, 
it means that on all the various occasions or contents in which 
A appeared it always signified the same thing, or that it had the 
same shape or that it was the same first letter of the English 
alphabet. Identity in this sense is a function of thought not 
existing by itself, but in relation to a sense of opponency or other- 
ness. But revelation has no otherness in it; it is absolutely ubi- 
quitous and homogeneous. But the identity of revelation of which 
we are speaking does not mean that the revelation signifies the 
same thing amidst a diversity of contents: it is simply the one 
essence identical in itself and devoid of any numerical or other 
kinds of difference. It is absolutely free from “now” and * then,” 
“here” and “there,” “such” or “not such” and * this" or that.” 
Consciousness of the self-shining self taken in this way cannot be 
regarded as the relation of an appearance to an object, but it is 
the fact of the revelation or the entity of the self. If we conceive 
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of revelation in this way, it is an error to make any distinction in 
revelation as the revelation of the past or the revelation of the 
present moment. For moments are revealed as objects are re- 
vealed; they do not constitute revelation or form any part of it. 
This revelation is identical with the self-shining self to which 
everything else has to be related in order to be known. 

“Is cognizing an act or a fact?" Before this can be answered 
the point to be made clear is what is meant by cognizing. If we 
ignore the aspect of revelation and speak of mental states which. 
can be looked at from the point of view of temporal or qualitative 
change of character, we must speak of them as acts or events. If 
we look at any mental state as possessing certain characters and 
relations to its objects, we have to speak of these aspects. But, if 
we look at cognizing from the point of view of its ultimate truth 
and reality as revelation, we cannot call it either an act or a fact; 
for, as revelation, it is unique and unchangeable in itself. AII 
relations and characters are revealed in it, it is self-evident and 
is at once in and beyond them all. Whether we dream or wake, 
whether we experience an illusion or a truth, revelation is always 
there. When we look at our mental states, we find that they are 
always changing, but this is so only with reference to the contents. 
Apart from this there is a continuity in our conscious life, By 
this continuity the Vedanta apprehends not any sort of coherence 
in our ideas, but the fact of the permanence of revelation. It 
may be asked what remains of revelation, if the mental states are 
taken away. This question is not admissible; for the mental states 
do not form part of revelation; they are rendered conscious by 
coming into relation with revelation. This category is the ultimate 
reality. It is not self or subject in the sense in which self or ego 
is ordinarily understood. For what is ordinarily understood as the 
ego or the “I” is as much a content of the perception of the 
moment as any other objective content. It is not impossible that 
any particular objective content may be revealed at any time 
without the corresponding “I perceive" being explicitly revealed 
at the same time. The notion of ego or “I” does not refer to an 
everlasting abiding independent self or person; for this notion is 
as changing as any other objective content. The “I” has no definite 
real content as referring to an existing entity, but is only 
a particular mode of mind which is often associated, as a 
relatively abiding content, with other changing contents of the 
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mind. As such, it is as changeable as is any other object. "I know 
this” only means that there is a revelation which at one sweep 
reveals both the “this” and the “I.” So far as the revelation 
appears as revealing the “this” and the “J,” it is manifested in 
a subjective mental state having a particular conscious centre 
different from other similar centres. But, since revelation cannot 
in reality be individuated, all that we may say about “I” or 
“mine,” “thou” or “thine,” falls outside it. They are all contents, 
having some indefinite existence of their own and revealed by this 
principle of revelation under certain conditions. This principle of 
revelation thus has a reality in quite a different sense from that 
which is used to designate the existence of any other object. All 
other objects are dependent upon this principle of revelation for 
their manifestation, and their nature or essence, out of connection 
with it, cannot be defined or described. They are not self-evident, 
but are only expressed by coming into some sort of relation 
with this principle. We have already seen that this principle 
cannot be either subjective or objective. For all considera- 
tions of subject or object fall outside it and do not in any 
way qualify it, but are only revealed by it. There are thus two 
principles, the principle of revelation and all that which is re- 
vealed by it. The principle of revelation is one; for there is nothing 
else like it; it alone is real in the highest and truest sense. It is 
absolute in the sense that there is no growth, decay, evolution or 
change in it, and it is perfectly complete in itself. It is infinite in 
the sense that no finitude can form part of it, though through it all 
finitude is being constantly revealed. It is all-pervading in the 
sense that no spatial or temporal limits can be said to affect it in 
any way, though all these are being constantly revealed by it. It is 
neither in my head nor in my body nor in the space before me; 
but yet there is nowhere that it is not. It has sometimes been 
designated as the“ Self” or ātman, but only in the sense of denoting 
its nature as the supreme essence and transcendent reality of all— 
the Brahman. 

Apart from this principle of revelation, all else is constituted 
of a substanceless indefinable stuff called maya. In some schools 
of Sankara Vedanta it is said that all is pure and simple illusion, 
that things exist only when they are perceived and dissolve into 
nothingness as soon as we cease to perceive them; this school has 
been designated the Drsti-srsti school, a doctrine which has been 
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briefly explained in the tenth chapter of the present work!. One of 
the most important texts of this schoolis the Siddhanta-muktavali by 
Prakāšānanda*. Prakasananda seems to have taken his inspiration 
from the Yoga-vasistha, and he denied the existence of things when 
they are not perceived (ajitāta-sattvānabhyupagama). He tried to 
show that there were no grounds for holding that external objects 
existed even when they were not perceived or that external objects 
had a reality independent of their perceptions. Examining the 
capacity of perception as a proof to establish this difference be- 
tween perception and its object, he argued that, since the difference 
between the awareness and its object was a quality of the awareness, 
the awareness itself was not competent to grasp this quality in the 
object, as it was one of the constituents of the complex quality 
involving a difference of the awareness and its object; to assert 
the contrary would be a fallacy of self-dependence (atmasrayatva). 
If the apprehended difference is a complex, such as “ difference- 
between-awareness-and-its-object,” and if this complex is a quality 
which is apprehended as existing in the object, it has to be assumed 
that, in order that the nature of awareness may be realized, vindi- 
cated or established, it must depend upon itself involved as a con- 
stituent in the complex “ difference-between-awareness-and-its- 
object” directly and immediately—which comes to the same thing 
as saying that awareness becomes aware of itself by being aware 
of itself; this is impossible and is called the logical fallacy of self- 


1 A History of Indian Philosophy, vol. 1. pp. 477-478, by S. N. Dasgupta, 
published by the Cambridge University Press, 1922. 

2 Prakāšānanda refers to the arguments of Prakāšātman's (A.D. 1200) Pafica- 
pādikā-vivaraņaand Sarvajitātma Muni's (A.D. 900) Samksepa- Sartraka and refers 
approvingly to Surešvara, the author of the Naiskarmya-siddhi. Appaya Diksita 
(A.D. 1620) refers to Prakasanandain his Siddhānta-leša (pp. 13,72). Nànà Diksita, 
a follower of the school of Prakāšānanda and author of the Siddhdnta-dipika, in a 
commentary on the Siddhānta-muktāvalī, gives a listof Vedānta teachers. In this 
list he mentions the names of Prakāšānubhavānanda, Nrsimha and Rāghavendra 
Yati. Venis thinks (see The Pandit, 1890, pp. 487-490) that Prakāšānubhavais the 
same as Prakāšātman and Nrsimha the same as Nrsirnhāšrama Muni, who is 
said to have converted Appaya Diksita to Šankara Vedānta, and thinks that 
Prakāšānanda lived in the last quarter of the sixteenth century, being wedged 
in between Nrsimha and Appaya. Though it would be difficult to settle his 
time so precisely and definitely, yet it would not be wrong to suppose that he 
lived some time towards the latter half of the sixteenth century. Prakāšānanda's 
doctrine of Drsti-srsti is apparently unknown to the earlier Vedantic works and 
even the Vedānta-paribhāsā, a work of the early sixteenth century, does not 
seem to be aware of him, and it appears that the earliest mention of his name can 
be traced only to Appaya, who lived in the sixteenth and the seventeenth 
centuries. Prakāšānanda may thus be believed to have lived in the latter half of 
the sixteenth century. 


DH 2 


18 The Sankara School of Vedanta (cn. 


dependence!. If it is held that the complex quality (*' difference- 
of-awareness-from-the-object") is directly perceived in the ob- 
ject through the senses, then it has to be assumed that the 
said complex quality existed in the object even before the pro- 
duction of the awareness, and this would involve the impossible 
supposition that the complex quality of which the awareness was 
a constituent was already present even before such an awareness 
had already come into being. If perception or direct awareness 
cannot be said to prove the difference between the awareness and 
its object, there can be no inference which may be supposed to 
doit. For such an inference has to take form thus—' the object is 
different from its own awareness, because it is associated with 
entirely different kinds of qualities or characteristics*.” But how 
could it be known that the object has qualities of an entirely 
different character from its awareness, since a difference between 
an awareness and its object was contested and could not be proved 
by perception or any other means? Prakasananda further says that 
the argument by implication (arthāpatti), that awareness involves 
the acceptance of something different from the awareness of 
which the awareness is affirmed, because there cannot be any know- 
ledge without a corresponding object, is invalid. In proving the 
invalidity of the supposition that knowledge necessarily implies an 
object, Prakasananda raises the question whether such an impli- 
cation of an object as conditioning knowledge refers to the pro- 
duction (utpatti)of knowledge, its persistence (sthiti) or its secondary 
cognition. As regards the first alternative Prakāšānanda says that 
according to the Vedanta consciousness is ever-existent and is 
never a product; and, even if it is regarded as a product, the 
process of cognition can itself be regarded as a sufficient cause 
for its production. It can by no means be urged that the 
presence of an external object is in all cases necessary for the 
production of knowledge; for, though it is arguable that in 
perception an object is necessary, no one will suggest that an 
external object is to be considered necessary in the production of 
inferential knowledge—a fact which shows that the presence of 
an external object is not indispensable for the production of know- 
ledge as such. As regards the persistence of knowledge it is said 


t Siddhānta-muktāvalī, as printed in the Pandit, 1889, pp. 247-249. 
P i vimato visayah sva-visaya-jūānād bhidyate tad-viruddha-dharmāšrayatvāt. 
id. p. 252. 
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that awareness has not the object that it knows for its locus or sub- 
stance (āsraya), in such a way that the absence of the object, as apart 
from the awareness, would make it impossible for the awareness to 
persist; and, if knowledge is supposed to be persisting in anything, 
that something would not be a cognized object, but the cognizer 
itself—as in the Nyaya view, where knowledge is regarded as an 
attribute of the self and the self is then regarded as the substance 
or locus (afraya) of knowledge. Since again cognition and its 
object do not exist in the same space or in the same time (this is 
proved by the possibility of our knowing a past or a future object), 
there cannot be any such concomitance between the two that it 
would be right for any one to infer the external presence of an 
object because of there being a subjective cognition or awareness. 
So he argues that there is no proof that cognition and cognized 
objects are different. 

In the above account of Prakāšānanda's views it is clear that 
he does not attempt to give any positive proof in support of his 
thesis that the world-appearance and all objects contained in it 
have no existence while they are not perceived or that the being 
of all objects cognized is their percipi. He only tries to show that 
it cannot be logically established that awareness of blue and blue 
are two different objects; or, in other words, that it cannot be 
proved that the cognized object is different from its cognition. 
It could not legitimately be held that awareness (pratiti) was 
different from its object (pratyetavya). The whole universe, as we 
perceive it, is nothing but cognition without there being any object 
corresponding to it. As dreams are nothing but mere awareness, 
without there being any real objects behind them which manifest 
themselves in different ways of awareness and their objects, so 
also is the world of awaking consciousness!. The world has thus 
no independent substratum, but is mere cognition or mere aware- 
ness (vijiana-matra or bhāva-mātra). 

This scheme of Vedānta philosophy is surprisingly similar 
to the idealism of Vasubandhu (a.D. 280-360), as taught in his 
Vimšatikā with a short commentary of his own and in his Trimsika 
with a commentary by Sthiramati?. According to this idealism 


= pratyetavya-pratityos ca bhedah prāmāņikah kutah 
pratiti-matram evaitad bhāti visvam carācaram 
jūtāna-jiteya-prabhedena yathā svāpnam pratīyate 
vijitāna-mātram evaitat tathà jāgrac carācaram. 
Siddhānta-muktāvalī, p.258. 
* Vijhtapti-matrata-siddhi, containing two treatises, Vimšatikā and Trimšikā, 
2-2 
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(vijūāna-vāda) of Vasubandhu all appearances are but transforma- 
tions of the principle of consciousness by its inherent movement, 
and none of our cognitions are produced by any external objects 
which to us seem to be existing outside of us and generating our 
ideas. Just as in dreams one experiences different objects at 
different places and countries without there being any objective 
existence of them, or as in dreams many people may come together 
and perform various actions, so what seems to be a real world of 
facts and external objects may well be explained as a mere creation 
of the principle of intelligence without any objective basis at all. 
All that we know as subjective or objective is mere ideation 
(vijñapti) and there is no substantive reality, or entity corre- 
sponding to it; but that does not mean that pure non-conceptual 
(anabhilapyenātmanā) thought, which the saints realize, is also 
false’. It is possible that the awareness of anything may become 
the object of a further awareness, and that of another; but in all 
such cases where the awarenesses are significant (arthavati) there 
is no entity or reality represented by them; this, however, 
should not be interpreted as a denial of the principle of intelligence 
or pure knowledge as such. Vasubandhu then undertakes to show 
that the perceptual evidence of the existence of the objective world 
cannot be trusted. He says that, taking visual perception as an 
example, we may ask ourselves if the objects of the visual perception 
are one as a whole or many as atoms. They cannot be mere wholes, 
since wholes would imply parts; they cannot be of the nature of 
atoms, since such atoms are not separately perceived ; they cannot 
be of the nature of combinations of atoms, since the existence of 
atoms cannot be proved. For, if six atoms combine from six sides, 
that implies that the atoms have parts; if however six atoms 
combine with one another at one identical point, that would mean 
that the combined group would not have a size larger than that 
of one atom and would therefore be invisible. Again, if the objects 
of awareness and perception were only wholes, then succession 
and sequence would be inexplicable, and our perception of separate 
and distinct things would remain unaccountable. So they have 


Paris, 1925. Itseems probable that Vasubandhu flourished in A.D, 280-360 rather 
than in A.D. 420—500 as held by me in the first volume of the present work. See 
B. Bhattacharya’s foreword to the Tattva-samgraha. 


1 yo bālair dhārmāņām svabhāvo gr. -grāhakādih parikalpitah tena kalpiten- 
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no real objective existence, though perception leads us to believe 
that they have. People are dreaming of the world of objects in the 
sleep of the sub-conscious habit of false imaginative construction 
(vitatha-vikalpabhyasa-vasana-nidraya), and in their dreams they 
construct the objective world; it is only when they become 
awake with the transcendent indeterminate knowledge (/okottara- 
nirvikalpa-jūāna-lābhāt prabuddho bhavati) that they find the 
world-construction to be as false as the dream-construction 
of diverse appearances. In such a view there is no objective 
material world, and our cognitions are not influenced by external 
objects; how then are our minds influenced by good instructions 
and associations? and, since none of us have any real physical 
bodies, how can one kill another? Vasubandhu explains this by 
the theory that the thought-currents of one person can sometimes 
determine the thought-currents of another. Thus the idea of 
killing of a certain type may produce such a disturbance of the 
vital powers of another as to produce a cessation of the continuity 
of the thought-processes, which is called death!. So also the good 
ideas of one may influence the ideas of another for good. 

In the Trimsika of Vasubandhu and its commentary by Sthir- 
amati this idealism is more clearly explained. It is said that both the 
soul (or the knower) and all that it knows as subjective ideas or as ex- 
ternal objects existing outside of us are but transformations of pure 
intelligence (vijitāna-pariņāma). The transformation (parinama) 
of pure intelligence means the production of an effect different 
from that of the causal moment simultaneously with the cessation 
of the causal moment®. There is neither externality nor subjectivity 
in pure intelligence, but these are imposed upon it (vijñāna-svarīpe 
parikalpita eva ātmā dharmās ca). All erroneous impositions imply 
that there must be some entity which is mistaken for something 
else; there cannot be erroneous impositions on mere vacuity ; so 
it has to be admitted that these erroneous impositions of various 
kinds of external characteristics, self, etc. have been made upon 
the transformations of pure intelligence?. Both Vasubandhu and 
Sthiramati repudiate the suggestion of those extreme idealists who 

| para-vijūapti-visesādhipatyāt paresdm jīvitendriya-virodhinī kācit vikriyā 
utpadyate yayā sabhāga-santati-vicchedākhyam maranam bhavati. Commentary 
on Vimšatikā, p. 10. 

* kāraņa-ksaņa-nirodha-sama-kālah kāraņa-ksaņa-vilaksaņa-kāryasya ātma- 
lābhah pariņāmah. Sthiramati's commentary on Trimsika, p. 16. 


? upacārasya ca nirādhārasyāsambhavād avašyam vijfiána-parinámo vastuto 
'sty upagantavyo yatra ātma-dharmopacārah pravartate. Ibid. Compare Sankara's 


commentary on Gaudapāda's Kārikā, “na hi nirāspadā Wrsatepmiadayatoge 
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deny also the reality of pure intelligence on grounds of inter- 
dependence or relativity (samvrti)!. Vasubandhu holds that pure 
consciousness (vijfiapti-matrata) is the ultimate reality. This ulti- 
mate consciousness is a permanent entity, which by its inherent 
power (Sakti) undergoes threefold transformations as the inherent 
indeterminate inner change (vipaka), which again produces the 
two other kinds of transformations as the inner psychoses of mental 
operations (manana) and as the perception of the so-called external 
sensibles (visaya-vijfiapti). The apprehension of all appearances or 
characterized entities (dharma) as cognized objects and that of 
selves as cognizers, the duality of perceivers and the perceived, 
are due to the threefold transformations of vipaka, manana and 
visaya-vijfiapti. The ultimate consciousness (vijfapti-matra) which 
suffers all these modifications is called ālaya-vtjitāna in its modified 
transformations, because it is the repository of all experiences. 
The ultimate principle of consciousness is regarded as absolutely 
permanent in itself and is consequently also of the nature of pure 
happiness (sukha); for what is not eternal is painful, and this, being 
eternal, is happy*. When a saint’s mind becomes fixed (pratisthita) 
in this pure consciousness (vijitapti-mātra), the tendency to dual 
thought of the subjective and the objective (grahya-grahakanusaya) 
ceases and there dawns the pure indeterminate (nir-vikalpa) and 
transcendent (/okottara) consciousness. It is a state in which the 
ultimate pure consciousness returns from its transformations and 
rests in itself. It is divested of all afflictions (Alea) or touch of vicious 
tendencies and is therefore called anasrava. It is unthinkable and 
undemonstrable, because it is,on the one hand, pure self-conscious- 
ness (pratyatma-vedya) and omniscience (sarvajfíata),as it is divested 
of all limitations (@varana), and, on the other hand, it is unique 
in itself?, This pure consciousness is called the container of the 
seed of all (sarva-bīja), and, when its first indeterminate and inde- 
finable transformations rouse the psychosis-transformations and 
ķ * "Thus Lankāvatāra, one of the most important works on Buddhistic 
idealism, denies the real transformation of the pure intelligence or ālaya-vijūāna. 
See Lankavatara, p. 46, published by the Otani University Press, Kyoto, 1923. 
dhruvo nityatvād aksayatayā; sukho nityatvād eva yad anityam tad duhkham 
ayam Viisredra e MI Sthiramati's commentary on Trimsika, p.44. 
E ate state of pure consciousness (vijfiapti-matrata) 
is called the cause (dhátu) of all virtues, and, being the ultimate state in which 
the dharmas or characterized appearances have lost all their limitations it is 
called the dharma-káya of the Buddha (mahā-munih bhūmi-pāramitādi-bhāva- 


nayā klesa-jfieyavarana-prahanàt . . .sarva-dharma-vibhutva-labhatas ca dharma- 
kāya ity ucyate). Ibid. 
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also the transformations as sense-perceptions, these mutually act 
and react against one another, and thus the different series rise 
again and again and mutually determine one another. These trans- 
formations are like waves and ripples on the ocean, where each is 
as much the product of others as well as the generator of others”, 

In this view thought (vijiana) is regarded as a real substance, 
and its transformations are also regarded as real; and it is these 
transformations that are manifested as the selves and the charac- 
terized appearances?, The first type of transformations, called 
vipüka, is in a way the ground of the other two transformations, 
which contain the indeterminate materials out of which the mani- 
festations of the other two transformations appear. But, as has 
already been pointed out, these three different types of trans- 
formations again mutually determine one another. The vipāka 
transformations contain within them the seeds of the constructive 
instincts (vikalpa-vāsanā) of the selves as cognizers, the constructive 
instincts of colours, sounds, etc., the substantive basis (asraya) of 
the attribution of these twofold constructive instincts, as well as 
the sense-faculties and the localization of space-determinations 
(sthāna-vijūapti or bhājana-loka-sanniveša-vijūapti). They are also 
associated in another mode with sense-modifications involving the 
triune of the sense (indriya), sense-object (visaya) and cognition 
(and each of these triunes is again associated with a characteristic 
affective tone corresponding to the effective tones of the other 
two members of the triune in a one-to-one relation), attention 
(manaskāra), discrimination (samjfia), volition (cetanā) and feeling 
(vedana)*. The vipaka transformations have no determinate or 
limited forms (aparicchinnalambanakara),.and there are here no 

1 tac ca varttate srotasaughavat, Ibid. p. 21. 


* avasyam vijitāna-pariņāmo vastuto 'sty upagantavy oyatrātmadharmopacārah 
pravarttate. Ibid. p. 16. 

> Feeling(vedanā) is distinguished here as painful, pleasurable and as the basic 
entity which is neither painful nor pleasurable, which is feeling per se (vedand 
anubhava-svabhāvā sā punar vigayasya āhlādaka-paritāpaka-tadubhaya-kara- 
vivikta-svarūpa-sāksātkaraņa-bhedāt). This feeling per se must be distinguished 
again from the non-pleasurable-painful feeling existing along with the two other 
varieties, the painful and the pleasurable. Here the ezpáka transformations are 
regarded as evolving the basic entity of feeling, and it is therefore undifferentiated 
in it as pleasure or pain and is hence called “feeling as indifference (upeksa)” 
and undifferentiated (avyākrta). The differentiation of feeling as pleasurable or 
as painful takes place only as a further determination of the basic entity of feeling 
evolved in the vipdka transformations of good and bad deeds (subhāsubha- 
karma-vipāka). Good and bad (subhasubha) are to be distinguished from moral 
and immoral as potential and actual determinations of virtuous and vicious 
actions, 
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actualized emotional states of attachment, antipathy or the like, 
which are associated with the actual pleasurable or painful feelings. 
The vipaka transformations thus give us the basic concept of mind 
and its principal functions with all the potentialities of determinate 
subject-object consciousness and its processes. There are here the 
constructive tendencies of selves as perceivers, the objective con- 
structive tendencies of colours, sounds, etc., the sense-faculties, 
etc., attention, feeling, discrimination, volition and sense-func- 
tioning. But none of these have any determinate and actualized 
forms. The second grade of transformations, called manana, 
represents the actual evolution of moral and immoral emotions ; 
it is here that the mind is set in motion by the ignorant references 
to the mental elements as the self, and from this ignorance about 
the self is engendered self-love (ātma-sneha) and egoism (ātma- 
māna). 'These references are again associated with the fivefold 
universal categories of sense-functioning, feeling, attention, voli- 
tion and discrimination. Then comes the third grade of trans- 
formations, which is associated with the fivēfold universal cate- 
gories together with the special manifestations of concrete sense- 
perceptions and the various kinds of intellectual states and moral 
and immoral mental states, such as desire (chandah) for different 
kinds of sense-experiences, decisions (adhimoksa) in conclusions 
firmly established by perceptions, reasoning, etc., memory, attentive 
reflection (samadhi), wisdom (prajia), faith and firm will for the 
good (sraddha), shamefulness (Arī) for the bad, etc. The term 
ālaya-vijūāna is given to all these three types of transformations, 
but there is underneath it, as the permanent passive ground, the 
eternal and unchangeable pure thought (vijfapti-matrata). 

It may be pointed out here that in this system of philosophy 
the eternal and unchangeable thought-substance undergoes by 
virtue of its inner dynamic three different orders of superficial 
changes, which are compared to constantly changing streams and 
waves. The first of these represents the basic change which later 
determines all subjective and objective possibilities; the second 
Starts the process of the psychosis by the original ignorance and 
false attribution of self-hood to non-self elements, self-love and 
egoism; and in the third grade we have all the concrete mental 
and extra-mental facts. The fundamental categories which make 
the possibility of mind, mental processes and the extra-mental 
relations, are evolved in the first stage of transformations; and these 
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abide through the other two stages of transformations and become 
more and more complex and concrete in course of their association 
with the categories of the other transformations. In analysing the 
knowledge situation Vasubandhu does not hold that our awareness 
of blue is only a modification of the "awareness," but he thinks 
that an awareness has always two relations, a relation with the 
subject or the knower (grahaka-graha) anda relation with the object 
which is known (grakya-graha). Blue as an object is essential for 
making an awareness of blue possible; for the awareness is not 
blue, but we have an awareness of the blue. But Vasubandhu 
argues that this psychological necessity is due to a projection of 
objectivity as a necessary function of determinate thought, and it 
does not at all follow that this implies that there are real external 
objects existing outside of it and generating the awareness as 
external agent. Psychological objectivity does not imply onto- 
logical objectivity. It is argued that, if the agency of objective 
entities in the production of sense-knowledge be admitted, there 
could not be any case where sense-knowledge could be admitted to 
be produced without the operation of the objective entities; but, 
since in dreams and illusions such sense-knowledge is universally 
regarded as being produced without the causal operation of such 
objective entities, no causal operation can be conceded to the 
objective entities for the production of sense-knowledge. 

Šankara, in attempting to refute the Buddhist idealism in his 
commentary on the Brahma-sütra, 11. ii. 28, seems to refer to a 
School of idealism which is the same as that described by 
Santaraksita in his Tattva-samgraha (commented upon by Kama- 
lašīla), but largely different from that described in Vasubandhu's 
Trimsika. The positive arguments against the impossibility of an 
external world constituted by partless atoms are the same}. But 


1 Vacaspati, however, in his Bhāmatī commentary, 11. ii.28, introduces some 
new points. He says that spatial extension, as perceived in visual perception, 
cannot be due to the perception of partless atoms. Nor can it be said that the 
colour particles produced in uninterrupted succession generate the notion of 
spatial extension, though there is no spatial extension in the individual atom; 
for it is not possible that the groups of colour particles are not interrupted by 
taste, smell and the tactual particles. So it has to be admitted that the colour 
particles are at some distance from one another and are interrupted by other 
particles, and that the continuous appearance of colour in spatial distribution 
is a false appearance, like the appearance of continuous trees from a distance con- 
stituting a forest (gandha-rasa-sparsa-paramanv-antarita hi te riipa-paramanavo 
na nirantarāh; tasmād ārāt santaresu vrksesu eka-ghana-pratyayavad esa sthüla- 
pratyayah paramāņusu sāntaresu bkrānta eva). 
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it is further argued on behalf of the Buddhist idealists that the 
awareness of a pillar, the awareness of a wall or of a jug or of a 
piece of cloth, implies that these individual awarenesses are mutually 
different in nature among themselves; and that consequently 
the apparent differences among objects are but differences among 
the ideas; and that therefore the objects are of the same nature 
as the particular ideas by which we are supposed to know them; 
and, if that be so, the hypothesis of an external world of objects 
becomes unnecessary. Moreover the fact that both the idea of the 
object and the object are taken at one and the same moment proves 
that both the object and the idea are identical, just as the illusory 
second moon perceived simultaneously with the moon is identical 
with it. When one of them is not perceived the other also is not 
perceived. If they were by nature separate and different, there 
would be no reason why there should be such a uniform and 
invariable relation between them. The reason for the diversity of 
our ideas is to be sought not in the diversity of external objects 
which are ordinarily supposed to produce them, but in the be- 
ginningless diversity of the instinctive sub-conscious roots (vasana) 
which produce all our ideas in the waking state, just as they produce 
dreams during sleep ; as dreams are admitted by all to be produced 
without any external objects, so are all ideas produced without 
any external real objects; for as ideas the dream ideas are just the 
same as the waking ideas. But in both cases there are the in- 
stinctive sub-conscious roots (vāsanā), without which no ideas, 
whether in the dream state or in the waking state, can be produced ; 
so these, being invariably present in all cases of production of ideas, 
are the cause of all ideas?. 


1 This simile is adduced by Vācaspati probably from a quotation from 
Dinnāga—sahopalambha-niyamād abhedo nila-tad-dhiyoh bhedas ca bhrānti- 
vijñänair drsyetendāv ivādvaye. 

Since both the blue and the idea of the blue are taken at the same moment, 
they are one and the same; for any two things which are tāken simultaneously 
are identical. As one moon appears as two in an illusory manner, so the dif- 
ference between the idea and the object is also perceived only illusorily. This 
argument of sakopalambha-niyama is absent in Vasubandhu's imšatikā and 
Trimšikā. 

3 Vācaspati summarizes in this connection the inference of the Sautrāntikas 
for the existence of an external world of objects as the causes of the corre- 
sponding ideas. The argument of the Sautrāntikas runs thus: When, the old 
causes remaining the same, there is a new effect, that new effect must be due 
to a new cause. Now, though it should be admitted that in the passing series of 
inner consciousness each particular moment generates the succeeding one, and 
that this power of productivity is called vāsanā (tat-pravrtti-vijfiana-janana- sak- 
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Sankara in refuting the above position says that such a view 
is untenable because it contradicts our experience, which always 
distinguishes the subject and the object from the awareness. 
We are directly aware of our sense-contact with external objects 
which we perceive, and the object of awareness and the awareness 
are not one and the same. Our awareness itself shows that it is 
different from its object. The awareness of a pillar is not the same 
as a pillar, but a pillar is only an object of the awareness of a 
pillar. Even in denying external objects, the Buddhist idealists 
have to say that what is knowable only within appears as if it was 
existing outside!, Šankara argues thus: if externality is absolutely 
non-existent, how can any sense-cognition appear as external? 
Visnumitra cannot appear as the son of a barren woman. Again, 
the fact that an idea has the same form as its object does not imply 
that there are no objects; on the other hand, if there were no 
objects, how could any idea have the same form as its corresponding 
object? Again, the maxim that any two things which are taken 
simultaneously are identical is false; for, if the object and its 
awareness are comprehended at the same moment, the very fact 
that one is taken along with the other shows that they cannot be 
identical. Moreover, we find that in all our awarenesses of blue 
or yellow, a jug or a wall, it is the qualifying or predicative factors 
of objects of knowledge that differ; awareness as such remains 
just the same. The objects of knowledge are like so many ex- 
traneous qualities attributed to knowledge, just as whiteness or 
blackness may be attributed to a cow; so whether one perceives 
blue or red or yellow, that signifies that the difference of 
perception involves a difference in objects and not in the 
awareness itself. So the awareness, being one, is naturally different 
from the objects, which are many ; and, since the objects are many, 
tir vāsanā), and that its tendency to effectuate itself is called its power of fruition 
(baripāka), even then it would be difficult to understand how each particular 
moment should have a power altogether different from other moments; for, since 
there is nothing else to change the character of the moments, each moment is 
just as much a moment as any other. So it has to be admitted that there are 


other things which make one moment different in its power of effectuation from 
any other; and these are the external objects. É 
1 Sankara says yad antar-jñeya-rūpam tad bahirvad avabhāsate. This seems 
to be a quotation from Dinnāga. Dinnāga's verse, as guoted by Kamalašīla in 
his commentary on the Tattva-samgraha, verses 2082—2084, runs as follows: 
yad antar-jfieya-rüpam tu bahirvad avabhāsate 
so ’rtho vijfiana-rüpatvàt tat-pratyayatayāpi ca. 
"This shows that Sankara had Dinnāga in his mind when he attempted to 
refute the Buddhist idealists. 
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they are different from the one, the awareness. The awareness is 
one and it is different from the objects, which are manyt. Moreover, 
the argument that the appearance of world objects may be ex- 
plained on the analogy of dreams is also invalid; for there is a 
great difference between our knowledge of dreams and of worldly 
objects—dreams are contradicted by the waking experience, but 
the waking experiences are never found contradicted. 

It is curious to note here the contradictions in Sankara's own 
statements. It has been already pointed out that he himself in his 
commentary on Gaudapāda's Karika builta powerful argument for 
the non-existence of all objects of waking experience on the analogy 
of the non-existence of the objects of dream experience. Šāntarak- 
Sita (A.D. 705) and Kamalagila (A.D. 728) in refuting a position 
similar to that of the view of Šaūkara—that consciousness is one 
and unchangeable and that all objects are changing, but that the 
change of objects does not imply any change of the consciousness 
itself—argue that, had this been so, then that would imply that all 
sensibles of different kinds of colours, sounds, etc. were known at 
one and the same time, since the consciousness that would reveal 
those objects is constant and unchangeable?. Kamalašīla there- 
fore holds that consciousness is not unchangeable and one, but 
that there are only the changeable ideas of the sensibles and each 
idea is different from the other which follows it in time. Sankara’s 
view that consciousness is only one and that it is only the objects 
that are many seems to be based on a separation due to an 
arbitrary abstraction. If the commentary on Gaudapada’s Karika 
be admitted to be a work of Sankara, then it may be urged that 
Sankara's views had undergone a change when he was writing the 
commentary on the Brahma-sütra; for in the commentary on 
Gaudapada’s Kārikā he seems again and again to emphasize the 
view that the objects perceived in waking experience are as false 
and as non-existent as objects of dream experience. His only 
realism there consisted in the assertion that the world was but the 
result of a false illusory imposition on the real Brahman, since 

1 al < H 
pesce incendia uius i NE jās Pros. 
Bombay, 1904. E V 
MER EA (gaitā era amī šabdādayah syus tadā vicitrás- 

n 7 pratibhāseran; tat-pratibhāsātmakasya jūānasya 


sarvadā vasthitatvāt. Kamalašīla's commentar on 
the Tattva-. ha, 
sl. 331. Gaekwad's Oriental Series, 1926. ý Tara lal 


Neither Santaraksita nor Kamalagila seems to be familiar with Sankara. 
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ilusions such as mirage, etc. must have some underlying basis 
upon which they are imposed. But in the commentary on the 
Brahma-sūtra the world of objects and sensibles is seen to have 
an existence of some sort outside individual thought. Vācaspati in 
his Bhāmatī commentary distinguishes the position of Šankara 
from that of Buddhist idealism by saying that the Vedānta holds 
that the “blue” is not an idea of the form of blue, but “ the blue” is 
merely the inexplicable and indefinable object!. 

In discussing the views of Vasubandhu in the Vimšatikā and 
Trimsika it has been pointed out that Vasubandhu did not try to 
repudiate the objectivity of the objects of awareness, but he re- 
pudiated the idea that objects of awareness existed outside of 
thought and produced the different kinds of awareness. His idea 
seems to have been that the sensibles are made up of thought- 
stuff and, though they are the psychological objects of awareness, 
they do not exist outside of thought and determine the different 
ideas that we have of them. But both the sensibles and their ideas 
are determined by some inner law of thought, which determines 
the nature and methods of the whole process of the growth and 
development of the psychosis, and which determines not only its 
cognitional character, but also its moral and emotional character. All 
the arguments of Sankara in which he emphasizes the psychological 
duality of awareness and its object would have no force against 
Vasubandhu, as Vasubandhu admits it himself and holds that 
"blue" (nila) is different from the idea of blue; the blue is an 
object (alambana) and the idea of the blue is an awareness. Ac- 
cording to him thought splits itself into subject and object; the 
idea therefore expresses itself as a subject-object awareness. The 
subject and the object are as much products of thought as the idea 
itself; the fact that he considers the blue to be thought does not 
mean that he denies the objectivity of the blue or that the only 
existence of the blue is the blue-idea. The blue is objectively 
present before the idea of blue as a presentation, just as there is the 
Subject to perceive it, but this objectivity does not imply that the 
blue is somewhere outside thought in the space outside; for even 
space-locations are thought-products, and so there is no sense in 
attributing the sensibles of presentation to the outside world. The 
sensibles are objects of awareness, but they are not the excitants 


l ma hi brahma-vādino nīlādyākārām vittim abhyupagacchanti, kintu anir- 
vacanīyam nīlādīti. Bhāmatī, 11. ii. 28. 
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of the corresponding awareness. It does not seem that Sankara 
says anything to refute such a view. Sankara's position in the 
commentary on Gaudapada's Kārikā seems to have been the same 
sort of view as that of Dinnāga, which he takes so much pains to 
refute in the Brahma-sütra-bhasya, and as such it was opposed 
to the view of Nagarjuna that there must be some essence or reality 
on which the illusory impositions are made. But in the Brahma- 
sūtra-bhāsya he maintains the view that the objective world, as it 
appears to our consciousness, is present before it objectively and 
independently—only its ultimate nature is inexplicable. The 
difference of the objects from the awareness and their inde- 
pendent existence and activity have been accepted by most of 
the later Vedānta teachers of the Sankara school; and it is well 
known that in sense-perception the need of the mind-contact with 
the object of perception through the specific sense is considered 
indispensable! 

Prakāšātman (A.D. 1200) in his Parca-padika-vivarana raises this 
point and says that the great difference between the Mahāyānists 
and the Vedāntins consists in the fact that the former hold that 
the objects (visaya) have neither any separate existence nor any 
independent purpose or action to fulfil as distinguished from the 
momentary ideas, while the latter hold that, though the objects are 
in essence identical with the one pure consciousness, yet they can 
fulfil independent purposes or functions and have separate, abiding 
and uncontradicted existences?. Both Padmapāda and Prakagatman 
argue that, since the awareness remains the same while there is 
a constant variation of its objects, and therefore that which 
remains constant (amuvrita) and that which changes (vyavrtta) 
cannot be considered identical, the object cannot be regarded 
as being only a modification of the idea?. It is suggested that the 
Buddhist idealist urges that, if the object (e.g. blue) is different 
from the awareness, it cannot be revealed in it, and, if the blue 
can be revealed in the awareness, at that moment all the other 
things of the world might as well be revealed ; for there is no such 

! See Vedanta-paribhasa, ch. 1, Srīvenkatešvar Press, Bombay, 1911. 

2 tattva-daršinas tu advitiyat samvedanāt abhede 'pi visayasya bhedenāpi artha- 
kriyā-sāmarthya-sattvam sthāyitvam cābādhitam astīti vadanti. Patīca-pādikā-vi- 
varana, p. 73. In addition to this work Prakāšātman also wrote two inde- 
pendent commentaries on Brahma-sütra called Sartraka-mimamsa-nyaya-sam- 
graha and Laukika-nyāya-muktāvalī. 


> anuvrttasya vyāvritān na bhedo "nuvyttatvád ākāša-ghatādivat. Paūca- 
bādikā-vivaraņa, p. 73. 
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specific relation with the blue that the blue alone should appear 
in consciousness at that moment. If it is urged that the blue 
produces the awareness of the blue, then what would be the 
function of the visual organ? It is better, therefore, the Buddhist 
suggests, to admit a natural and unique relation of identity of the 
idea and the object!. The Vedāntist objects to this and says that 
such a supposition cannot be true, since we perceive that the subject, 
object and the idea are not one and the same. To such an objection 
the Buddhist is supposed to reply that these three do not form a 
complex unity, but arise at three successive moments of time, and 
then by virtue of their potency or root-impression a complex of 
the three appears; and this complex should not therefore be inter- 
preted as being due to a relationing of three distinct entities2. 
Thus the fact that “I perceive blue” is not to be interpreted as a 
conscious relationing of “I,” “the blue” and the awareness, but 
as an ideation arising at one particular point of time, involving all 
the three constituents in it. Such a supposition is necessary, be- 
cause all appearances are momentary, and because the relationing 
of the three as three independent entities would necessarily be 
impossible without the lapse of some time for their operation of 
relationing. The theory of momentariness naturally leads us to the 
above supposition, that what appears as relationing is nothing but 
one momentary flash, which has the above three as its constituent 
elements; so the Buddhist is supposed to admit that, psychologic- 


1 tasmāt svābhāvikāsādharaņābhedasambandhād eva vijftāne nīlam avabhāsate, 
Panca-padika-vivarana, Pp: 74. 

Arguing from a similar point of view, Santaraksita and Kamala$īla urge that, 
if the object was not identical with the awareness, there must be some im- 
mutable law why they should appear simultaneously. This law according to the 
Buddhists could only be either of identity (tadatmya) orof causality as invariability 
of production (tad-utpatti). The first alternative is what the Buddhists here are 
contending for as against the Vedantists. There cannot be the law of causality 
here; for there cannot be any operation of the law of causality as production 
between two entities which are simultaneous. Tattva-samgraha and Patijikā, 
2030, 2031. 

? tad vāsanā-sameta-samanantora-pratyaya-samuttham sankalanatmakam pra- 
tyayāntaram etay neha sambandhāgamah. Padmapāda's (A.D. 820) Patīca-pādikā, 
P.25. This work exerted the greatest influence on the development of Vedāntic 
thought for aboutsix or seven centuries, and several commentaries were written 
On it. Most important of these are Prakāšātman's Patīcapādikā-vivaraņa, Pañ- 
ca-bādikādhyāsa-bhāsya-uyākhyā, Patīca-pādikā-šāstra-darpaņa by Amrtānanda, 
Tattva-dīpana by Amrtānandanātha, and also a commentary by Ānāndapūrņa 
Yati. Prakasatman's commentary on it, called Paiīcapādikā-vivaraņa, was com- 
mented upon by Akhandananda Muni in his Tattva-dipana, by Rāmānanda 
Sarasvatī in his Vivdraņopanyāsa, and by Nrsimhāšrama in his Pajica-padika- 
vivaraņa-bhāva-prakāšikā. 
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ally, the awareness and its object seem to be different, but such 
a psychological appearance can at best be considered as a mental 
illusion or fiction; for logically the Buddhist cannot admit that a 
momentary appearance could subsist long enough to have the 
possibility of being relationed to the self and the awareness, as 
in “I know the blue”; and, if the blue was not considered to be 
identical with awareness, there would remain no way to explain 
the possibility of the appearance of the blue in the awareness’. 
Padmapada points out that the main point with the Buddhists is 
the doctrine of causal efficiency (artha-kriyā-kāritva), or the maxim 
that that alone exists which can prove its existence by effecting 
some purpose or action. They hold further that this criterion of 
existence can be satisfied only if all existents are momentary and 
if all things are momentary; the only epistemological view that 
can consistently be accepted is the identity of the awareness and 
the object. The main reason why only momentary existents can 
satisfy the criterion of causal efficiency is that, if the existents were 
not assumed to be momentary, they could not effect any purpose 
or action?, Padmapāda urges in refutation of this that, if causal 
efficiency means the productivity of its own awareness (sva-visaya- 
jfiána-jananam), then an awareness or idea has no existence; for it 
doesnotproduceany otherknowledge of itself (samvidam sva-visaya- 
jitānā-jananād asallaksanatvam), and the awareness of one cannot be 
known by others except by inference, which again would not be 
direct cognition?. If causal efficiency means the production of 
another moment, then the last moment, having no other moment 
to produce, would itself be non-existent; and, if the last moment 
is proved to be non-existent, then by turns all the other moments 
would be non-existent. Existence is a nature of things; and even 
when a thing remains silent after an operation it does not on that 
account cease to exist*. On such a basis Prakāšātman points out 


1 nānubhavam āšritya samvedanād abhinnam nilam brūmah kintu vijūānena 
nīlasya pratibhāsānyathānupapattyā ; ksanikasya tv āgantuka-sambandhābhāve. . . 
pratibhāsa eva na syāt. Parica-pádiká-vivarana, p. 74. 

. * See the first volume of this work, pp. 163-164, where the reasons in 
justification of the doctrine are briefly stated. 

? Padmapāda derives the possibility of one's being aware of an awareness, 
which however hardly appears to be convincing. He thinks that an awareness, 
being ofthe nature of light, does not stand in need of any other light to illuminate 
it. ma ca samvit samvido visayah samvid-àtmand bhedābhāvāt pradipasyeva 
pradīpāntaram. Patica-pādikā, p. 27. 

* nārtha-kriyā-kāritva-laksaņam sattvam kintu svābhāvikam iti sakrt kāryyam 
pd tusņīmbhūtasyāpi sthayinah sattvam na virudhyate. Paiīca-pādikā-vivaraņa, 
p. 8o. 
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that the supposed three notions of “I,” “awareness” and the 
object are really not three distinct notions appearing as one on 
account of their similarity, but all the three are joined together in 
one identical subject-object-awareness which does not involve the 
three successive stages which the Buddhists suppose. This identity 
is proved by the fact that they are recognized (pratyabhijna) to be 
so. We are, again, all conscious of our own identity, that we persist 
in all our changing states of consciousness, and that, though our 
ideas are continually changing with the changing objects, we remain 
unchanged all the same; and this shows that in knowing ourselves 
as pure awareness we are successively connected with the changing 
objects. But the question arises who is to be convinced of this 
identity, a notion of which can be produced only by a relationing 
of the previous existence (through sub-conscious impressions of 
memory) to the- existence of the present moment; and this 
cannot be done by the Vedantic self, which is pure self-revealing 
consciousness that cannot further be made an object of any 
other conscious state; for it is unchangeable, indestructible, and 
there cannot be in it a consciousness of relationing between a past 
state and a present state through the sub-conscious impressions of 
memory!. The mere persistence of the same consciousness is not 
the recognition of identity; for the recognition of identity would 
be a relation uniting the past as past with the present as present; 
and, since there is no one to perceive the relation of identity, the 
appearance of identity is false. The Vedāntic answer to such an 
objection is that, though the pure consciousness cannot behave as 
an individual, yet the same consciousness associated with mind 
(antahkarana-visista) may behave as an individual who can 
recognize his own identity as well as that of others. The mind 
is associated with the sub-conscious impressions of a felt ego 
(ahamortti-samskara-sahitam), due to the experience of the self as 
associated with a past time; being responsible for the experience of 
the self as associated with the present time, it produces the notion 
of the identity of the self as persisting both in the past and in the 
present. A natural objection against such an explanation is that, 
since the Vedanta does not admit that one awareness can be the 
object of another awareness, the revival of a past awareness is 

1 pūrvānubhava-samskāra-sahitād idānīmtana-vastu-pramiti-kāraņāj jātam 
ekasya kāla-dvaya-sambandha-visayakam pratyaksa-jfiánam pratyabhijfia iti cet, 
na tarhi ātmani sā sambhavati...vijūiāna-svabhāvasya hy ātmanah. . .jūānānta- 
rāgamyatvāt... Paītca-pādikā-vivaraņa, p. 75. 
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impossible, without which recognition of identity would be im- 
possible. The answer of the Vedāntist is that, just as an idea is 
remembered through its sub-conscious impressions, so, though 
recognition of identity was absent in the preceding moment, yet 
it could arise through the operation of the sub-conscious im- 
pressions at a later moment!. According to the Vedanta the pure 
consciousness is the only unchanging substance underlying; it is 
this consciousness associated with mind (antahkaraņa) that behaves 
as the knower or the subject, and it is the same consciousness 
associated with the previous and later time that appears as the 
objective self with which the identity is felt and which is known 
to be identical with the knower—the mind-associated conscious- 
ness. We all have notions of self-identity and we feel it as “I am 
the same”; and the only way in which this can be explained is on 
the basis of the fact that consciousness, though one and universal, 
can yet be supposed to perform diverse functions by virtue of the 
diverse nature of its associations, by which it seems to transform 
itself as the knower and the thousand varieties of relations and 
objects which it knows. The main point which is to be noted in 
connection with this realization of the identity of the self is that 
the previous experience and its memory prove that the self existed 
in the past; but how are we to prove that what existed is also existing 
at the present moment? Knowledge of identity of the self is some- 
thing different from the experience of self in the past and in the 
present. But the process consists in this, that the two experiences 
manifest the self as one identical entity which persisted through 
both the experiences, and this new experience makes the self known 
in the aforesaid relation of identity. Again, when I remember a 
past experience, it is the self as associated with that experience that 
is remembered; so it is the self as associated with the different 
time relations that is apprehended in an experience of the identity 
of self, 

From all these discussions one thing that comes out clearly is 
that according to the Sankara Vedanta, as explained by the Vivarana 
school of Padmapada and his followers, the sense-data and the 
objects have an existence independent of their being perceived; 
and there is also the mind called antahkarana, which operates in 
its own way for the apprehension of this or that object. Are objects 
already there and presented to the pure consciousness through the 


1 Paūca-pādikā-vivaraņa, p. 76. 
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mind? But what then are the objects? and the Sankarite's answer 
is that they in themselves are unspeakable and indescribable. It 
is easy to notice the difference of such a view from that of the 
Buddhistic idealism of Dinnāga or the Lankavatara on the one hand 
and that of Vasubandhu in his Trimsika on the other. For in the 
case of the former there were no objects independent of their being 
perceived, and in the case of the latter the objects are trans- 
formations of a thought-principle and are as such objective to 
the subject which apprehends them. Both the subject and the 
object are grounded in the higher and superior principle, the 
principle of thought. This grounding implies that this principle 
of thought and its transformations are responsible for both the 
subject and the object, as regards material and also as regards form. 
According to the Šankara Vedānta, however, the stuff of world- 
objects, mind, the senses and all their activities, functionings and 
the like are but modifications of maya, which is indescribable 
(anirvācya) in itself, but which is always related to pure con- 
sciousness as its underlying principle, and which in its forms as 
material objects hides from the view and is made self-conscious 
by the illuminating flash of the underlying principle of pure con- 
Sciousness in its forms as intellectual states or ideas. As already 
described, the Šūnyavādins also admitted the objective existence 
of all things and appearances; but, as these did not stand the test 
of criticism, considered them as being essenceless (nihsvabhava). 
The only difference that one can make out between this doctrine 
of essencelessness and the doctrine of indescribableness of the 
Sankara school is that this “indescribable” is yet regarded as an 
indescribable something, as some stuff which undergoes changesand 
which has transformed itself into all the objects of the world. The 
idealism of the Sankara Vedānta does not believe in the sahopalam- 
bha-niyama of the Buddhist idealists, that to exist is to be perceived. 
The world is there even if it be not perceived by the individual; 
it has an objective existence quite independent of my ideas and 
sensations; byt, though independent of my sensations or ideas, it 
is not independent of consciousness, with which it is associated 
and on which it is dependent. This consciousness is not ordinary 
psychological thought, but it is the principle that underlies all 
conscious thought. 'This pure thought is independent and self- 
revealing, because in all conscious thought the consciousness 
shines by itself; all else is manifested by this consciousness and 
3-2 
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when considered apart from it, is inconceivable and unmeaning. 
This independent and uncontradicted self-shiningness constitutes 
being (abadhita-svayam-prakasataiva asya sattā)!. All being is 
pure consciousness, and all appearance hangs on it as something 
which is expressed by a reference to it and apart from which 
it has no conceivable status or meaning. This is so not only 
epistemologically or logically, but also ontologically. The object- 
forms of the world are there as transformations of the indescribable 
stuff of maya, which is not “being,” but dependent on “being”; 
but they can only be expressed when they are reflected in mental 
States and presented as ideas. Analogies of world objects with 
dream objects or illusions can therefore be taken only as popular 
examples to make the conception of maya popularly intelligible; 
and this gives the Vedantic idealism its unique position. 


Sankara’s Defence of Vedanta; Philosophy of Bādarāyaņa 
and Bhartrprapafica. 


Sankara’s defensive arguments consisted in the refutation of 
the objections that may be made against the Vedantic conception 
of the world. The first objection anticipated is that from the 
followers of Samkhya philosophy. Thus it is urged that the effect 
must be largely of the same nature as the cause. Brahman, which 
is believed to be intelligent (cetana) and pure (suddha), could not 
be the cause of a world which is unintelligent (jada and acetana) 
and impure (asuddha). And it is only because the world is so 
different in nature from the intelligent spirits that it can be useful 
to them. Two things which are identical in their nature can hardly 
be of any use to each other—two lamps cannot be illuminating to 
each other. So it is only by being different from the intelligent 
spirits that the world can best serve them and exist for them. 
Sankara's answer to this objection is that it is not true that the 
effect should in every way be similar to the cause—there are 
instances of inanimate hair and nails growing from living beings, 
and of living insects growing out of inanimate objects like cow- 
dung. Nor can it be denied that there is at least some similarity 
between Brahman and the world in this, that both have being. 
It cannot be urged that, because Brahman is intelligent, the 
world also should be intelligent; for there is no reason for such 


1 Vācaspati Mišra's Bhāmatī, p. 13, Nirņaya-Sāgara edition, 1904. 
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an expectation. The converse of it also has not been found to be 
true—it has not been found that what is unintelligent has been 
known to have been derived from a source other than Brahman!. 
The whole point of this argument seems to lie in the fact that, 
since the Upanisads assert that Brahman is the cause of the world, 
the apparent incompatibility of the production of an impure and 
unintelligent world from the intelligent and pure Brahman has to 
be explained away; for such ultimate truths can be discovered not 
by reason, but by the testimony of the Upanisads. Another objec- 
tion supposed to be raised by Samkhya against Vedanta is that at 
the time of dissolution (pralaya), when the world of effects will 
dissolve back into Brahman the cause, the impurities of the worldly 
state might also make the causal state of Brahmahood impure. 
Sankara refutes it by pointing out two sets of instances in which 
the effects do not affect the causal state when they return to it. 
Of these, one set of instances is to be found in those cases where 
articles of gold, silver, etc. are melted back into their original 
material states as unformed gold and silver, and are not seen to 
affect them with their specific peculiarities as formed articles. The 
other instance is to be found in the manifestation of magic by a 
magician. The magical creations of a magician are controlled by 
him and, when they vanish in this way, they cannot in any way 
affect the magician himself; for the magical creations have no 
reality. So also a dreamer is not affected by his dreams when he 
is awake. So the reality is one which remains altogether un- 
touched by the changing states. The appearance of this reality 
as all the changing states is mere false show (maya-matram), like 
the appearance of a rope as a snake. Again, as a man may in 
deep sleep pass into a state where there is no trace of his mundane 
experiences and may yet, when he becomes awake, resume his 
normal vocation in life, so after the dissolution of the world into 
its causal state there may again be the same kind of creation as 
there was before the dissolution. So there can be no objection 
that the world of impure effects will affect the pure state of 
Brahman at the time of dissolution or that there could be no 
creation after dissolution. 

These arguments of Sankara in answer to a supposed objection 


1 kim hi yac caitanyenānanvitam tad abrahma-prakrtikam drstam iti brahma- 
vādinam praty udāhriyeta samastasya vastujātasya brahma-prakrtikatvābhyu- 
pagamát. Sankara’s Bhāsya, 11. i. 6. 
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that the world of effects, impure and unintelligent as it is, could 
not have been the product of pure and intelligent Brahman are 
not only weak but rather uncalled for. If the world of effects 
is mere maya and magic and has no essence (vastutva), the best 
course for him was to rush straight to his own view of effects as 
having no substantiality or essence and not to adopt the parinama 
view of real transformations of causes into effects to show that 
the effects could be largely dissimilar from their causes. Had 
he started with the reply that the effects had no real existence 
and that they were merely magical creations and a false show, 
the objection that the impure world could not come out of pure 
Brahman would have at once fallen to the ground; for such an 
objection would have validity only with those who believed in the 
real transformations of effects from causes, and not with a philo- 
sopher like Sankara, who did not believe in the reality of effects 
at all. Instead of doing that he proceeded to give examples of the 
realistic return of golden articles into gold in order to show that 
the peculiar defects or other characteristics of the effect cannot 
affect the purity of the cause. Side by side with this he gives another 
instance, how magical creations may vanish without affecting the 
nature of the magician. This example, however, does not at all 
fit in with the context, and it is surprising how Sankara failed 
to see that, if his examples of realistic transformations were to hold 
good, his example of the magic and the magician would be quite 
out of place. If the pariņāma view of causation is to be adopted, 
the vivarta view is to be given up. Itseems however that Sankara 
here was obliged to take refuge in such a confusion of issues by 
introducing stealthily an example of the vivarta view of unreality 
of effects in the commentary on sūžras which could only yield a 
realistic interpretation. The sūtras here seem to be so convincingly 
realistic that the ultimate reply to the suggested incompatibility of 
the production of effects dissimilar from their causes is found in 
the fact that the Upanisads hold that this impure and unintelligent 
world had come out of Brahman; and that, since the Upanisads 
assert it, no objection can be raised against it on grounds of reason. 

In the next section the theory of realistic transformation of 
causes is further supported by the sztra which asserts that in spite 
of the identity of effects with their cause their plurality or diversity 
may also be explained on the analogy of many popular illustrations. 
"Thus, though the waves are identical with the sea, yet they have 
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an existence in their plurality and diversity as well. Here also 
Sankara has to follow the implication of the sūtra in his interpre- 
tation. He, however, in concluding his commentary on this stra, 
says that the world is not a result of any real transformation of 
Brahman as effect; Brahman alone exists, but yet, when Brahman 
is under the conditioning phenomena of a world-creation, there is 
room for apparent diversity and plurality. It may be pointed out, 
however, that such a supplementary explanation is wholly incom- 
patible with the general meaning of the rule, which is decidedly 
in favour of a realistic transformation. It is unfortunate that here 
also Sankara does not give any reason for his supplementary 
remark, which is not in keeping with the general spirit of the 
sūtra and the interpretation which he himself gave of it. 

In the next section the sūtras seem plainly to assert the identity 
of cause and effect, “ because of the possibility of the effect, because 
the cause exists, because the effect exists in the cause and is due 
to an elaboration of the cause and also for other reasons and the 
testimony of the Upanisads.” Such a meaning is quite in keeping 
with the general meaning of theprevioussections. Sankara, however, 
interprets the sūžra as meaning that it is Brahman, the cause, which 
alone is true. There cannot therefore be any real transformation 
of causes into effects. The omniscience of Brahman and His being 
the creator of the world have thus only a limited validity; for they 
depend upon the relative reality of the world. From the absolute 
point of view therefore there is no Īsvara who is the omniscient 
creator of the world! Sankara supports this generally on the ground 
of the testimony of some Upanisad texts (e.g. mrttiketyeva satyam, 
etc.). He however introduces an argument in support of the 
sat-kārya-vāda theory, or the theory that the effect is already 
existent in the cause. This theory is indeed common both to the 
pariņāma view of real transformation and the vivarta view, in 
two different ways. Tt is curious however that he should support 
the sat-karya-vada theory on parinama lines, as against the genera- 
tive view of ,a-sat-karya-vada of the Nyāya, but not on vivarta 
lines, where effects are treated as non-existent and false. Thus he 


! kiita-stha-brahmatma-vadinah ekatvaikāntyāt īšitrīsitavyabhāvah īsvara- 
kāraņa-pratijūā-virodha iti cet; na; avidyvātmaka-nāma-rūpa-bīja-uyākaraņāpek- 
saivāt sarvajRatvasya. Sankara's Bhāsya on Brahma-sütra, 11. i. 14. 

na tāttvikam aisvaryyam sarvajfiatvam ca brahmanah kintv avidyopadhikam 
iti tadásrayam pratijītā-sūtram, tattvasrayam tu tad anenyatva-sütram, Bhāmatī 
on the above Bžāsya. 
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says that the fact that curd is produced from milk and not from 
mud shows that there is some such intimate relation of curd with 
milk which it has not with anything else. This intimate relation con- 
sists in the special power or capacity (Sakti) in the cause (e.g. the 
milk), which can produce the special effect (e.g. the curd). This 
power is the very essence of the cause, and the very essence of this 
power is the effect itself. If a power determines the nature of the 
effect, it must be already existent in the cause as the essence of the 
effect. Arguing against the Nyaya view that the cause is different 
from the effect, though they are mutually connected in an insepar- 
able relation of inherence (samavāya), he says that, if such a 
samavāya is deemed necessary to connect the cause with the effect, 
then this also may require a further something to connect the 
samavāya with the cause or the effect and that another and that 
another ad infinitum. If it is urged that samavaya, being a rela- 
tion, does not require any further relation to connect it with anything 
else, it may well be asked in reply how **conjunction” (samyoga), 
which is also regarded as a relation, should require the relation 
of inherence (samavaya) to connect it with the objects which are in 
conjunction (samyogin). The conception of samavāya connecting 
substances with their qualities is unnecessary ; for the latter always 
appear identified with the former (tādātmya-pratīti). If the effect, 
say a whole, is supposed to be existing in the cause, the parts, it 
must exist in them all taken together or in each of the separate parts. 
If the whole exist only in the totality of the parts, then, since all the 
parts cannot be assembled together, the whole as such would be in- 
visible. If the whole exist in the parts in parts, then one has to 
conceive other parts of the whole different from its constituent 
parts; and, if the same questions be again repeated, these parts 
should have other parts and these others; and thus there would 
be a vicious infinite. If the whole exists wholly in each of the 
parts at the same time, then there would be many wholes. If it 
exists successively in each of the parts, then the whole would at 
one time be existent only in one part, and so at that time the 
functions of the whole would be absent in the other parts. If it 
is said that, just as a class-concept (e.g. cow) exists wholly in each 
of the individuals and yet is not many, so a whole may also be ' 
wholly existent in each of the parts, it may well be replied that 
the experience of wholes is not like the experience of class-concepts. 
The class-concept of cow is realized in each and every cow; but 
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a whole is not realized in each and every part. Again, if the effect 
is non-existent before its production, then, production being an 
action, such an action would have nothing as its agent, which is 
impossible—for, since the effect is non-existent before its pro- 
duction, it could not be the agent of its production; and, since 
being non-existent, it cannot be the agent of its production, such a 
production would be either itself non-existent or would be without 
anyagent. If,however, production is not defined as an action, but as 
a relationing of an effect with its cause (svakarana-satta-samavaya), 
then also it may be objected that a relation is only possible when 
there are two terms which are related, and, since the effect is as yet 
non-existent, it cannot be related to its cause. 

But,if the effect is already existent, what then is the necessity 
of the causal operation (kāraka-vyāpāra)? The answer to such a 
question is to be found in the view that the effect is but an elabora- 
tion of the cause into its effect. Just as a man may sit with 
his limbs collected together or stretched out and yet would be 
considered the same man, so an effect also is to be regarded as an 
expansion of the cause and as such identical with it. The effect is 
thus only a transformed state of the cause; and hence the causal 
operation is necessary for bringing about this transformation; but 
in spite of such a transformation the effect is not already existing 
in the cause as its potency or power. 

There are seven other smaller sections. ín the first of these 
the objection that, if the world is a direct product of the intelligent 
Brahman, there is no reason why such an intelligent being should 
create a world which is full of misery and is a prison-house to 
himself, is easily answered by pointing out that the transcendent 
creator is far above the mundane spirits that suffer misery in the 
prison-house of the world. Here also Sankara adds as a supple- 
mentary note the remark that, since there is no real creation and 
the whole world is but a magical appearance, no such objection 
that the creator should not have created an undesirable world for 
its own suffering is valid. But the sūtras gave him no occasion 
for such a remark; so that indeed, as was the case with the 
previous sections, here also his maya theory is not in keeping even 
with his general interpretation of the sūtras, and his remarks have 
to be appended as a note which hangs loosely and which does not 
appear to have any relevancy to the general meaning and purport 
of the sūtras. 
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In the next section an objection is raised that Brahman Cannot 
without the help of any other accessory agents create the world; 
the reply to such an objection is found in the fact that Brahman 
has all powers in Himself and can as such create the world out of 
Himself without the help of anything else. 

In the next section an objection is raised that, if the world is a 
transformation of Brahman, then, since Brahman is partless, the 
transformation must apply to the whole of Brahman; for a partial 
transformation is possible only when the substance which is under- 
going the transformation has parts. A reply to such an objection 
is to be found in the analogy of the human self, which is in itself 
formless and, though transforming itself into various kinds of 
dream experiences, yet remains unchanged and unaffected as a 
whole by such transformations, Moreover, such objections may 
be levelled against the objectors themselves; for Samkhya also 
admits the transformation of the formless prakrti. 

In another section it is urged that, since Brahman is complete 
in Himself, there is no reason why He should create this great 
world, when He has nothing to gain by it. The reply is based on 
the analogy of play, where one has nothing to gain and yet one is 
Pleased to indulge in it. So Brahman also creates the world by His 
lila or play. Sankara, however, never forgets to sing his old song 
of the maya theory, however irrelevant it may be, with regard to 
the purpose of the sūtras, which he himself could not avoid 
following. Thus in this section, after interpreting the sūtra as 
attributing the world-creation to God's playful activity, he remarks 
that it ought not to be forgotten that all the world-creation is but 
a fanciful appearance due to nescience and that the ultimate reality 
is the identity of the self and Brahman. 

The above discussion seems to prove,convincingly that 
Bādarāyaņa's philosophy was some kind of bhedabheda-vàda or a 
theory of transcendence and immanence of God (Brahman)—even 
in the light of Sankara's own commentary. He believed that the 
world was the product of a real transformation of Brahman, or 
rather of His powers and energies (sakti). God Himself was not 
exhausted by such a transformation and always remained as the 
master creator who by His play created the world and who could 
by His own powers create the world without any extraneous 
assistance. The world was thus a real transformation of God’s 
powers, while He Himself, though remaining immanent in the 
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world through His powers, transcended it at the same time, and 
remained as its controller, and punished or rewarded the created 
mundane souls in accordance with their bad and good deeds. 
The doctrine of bhedābheda-vāda is certainly prior to Šankara, 
as it is the dominant view of most of the purāņas. It seems 
probable also that Bhartrprapafica refers to Bodhāyana, who is 
referred to as urttikara by Ramanuja, and as vrttikara and Upavarsa 
by Sankara, and to Dramidacarya, referred to by Sankara and 
Ramanuja; all held some form of bhedabheda doctrine’. Bhartrpra- 
pafica has been referred to by Sankara in his commentary on the 
Brhadaranyaka Upanisad; and Ānandajiāna, in his commentary 
on Sankara’s commentary, gives a number of extracts from 
Bhartrprapafica's Bhasya on the Brhadaranyaka Upanisad. Prof. 
M. Hiriyanna collected these fragments in a paper read before the 
"Third Oriental Congress in Madras, 1924, and there he describes 
Bhartrprapafica's philosophy as follows. The doctrine of Bhartr- 
prapaīīca is monism, and it is of the bhedabheda type. The relation 
between Brahman and the jīva, as that between Brahman and the 
world, is one of identity in difference. An implication of this view 
is that both the jiva and the physical world evolve out of Brahman, 
so that the doctrine may be described as Brahma-parinama-vada. 
On the spiritual side Brahman is transformed into the antaryamin 
and the jiva; on the physical side into avyakta, sūtra, virāj and 
devata, which are all cosmic; and jati and pinda, which are not 
1 Prof. S. Kuppusvami Sastri, in an article read before the Third Oriental 
Conference, quotes a passage from Venkata’s Tattva-tikà on Rāmūnuja's com- 
mentary on the Brahma-siitras, in which he says that Upavarsa is a name of 
Bodhāyana—vrttikārasya Bodhāyanasyaiva hi Upavarsa iti syān nāma—Pro- 
ceedings of the Third Oriental Conference, Madras, 1924. The commentators on 
Sankara's Bhagya say that, when he refers to Vrttikāra in I, i. 9, 1. i. 23,1. 11.23 
and 11. iii. 53, he refers to Upavarsa by name. From the views of Upavarsa 
referred to in these sūtras it appears that Upavarsa believed in the theory of 
jūāna-karma-samuccaya, held also by Bhāskara (an adherent of the bhedābheda 
theory), Rāmānuja and others, but vehemently opposed by Sankara, who wanted 


to repudiate the idea of his opponents that the performance of sacrificial and 
Vedic duties could be conceived as a preliminary preparation for making oneself 
fit for Brahma-knowledge. 

References to Dramidācārya's commentary on the Chandogya Upanisad are 
made by Anandagiri in his commentary on Sankara’s commentary on the Chan- 
dogya Upanisad. In the commentary of Sarvajfiatma Muni's Samksepa-sariraka, 
IU. 217-227, by Nrsimhasrama, the Vākyakāra referred to bySarvajfiatma Muni as 
Atreya has been identified with Brahmanandin or Tanka and the bhāsyakāra 
(a quotation from whose Bhdsya appears in Samksepa-šārīraka, 111. 221, “antar- 
guna bhagavatt paradevateti,” is referred to as a quotation from Dramidacirya 
in Rāmānuja's Vedārtha-samgraha, p. 138, Pandit edition) is identified with 
Dramidācārya, who wrote a commentary on Brahmanandin's Chdndogyo- 


banisad-vārttika. 
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cosmic. These are the avasthas or modes of Brahman, and re- 
present the eight classes into which the variety of the universe 
may be divided. They are again classified into three rasis, para- 
matma-rasi, jīva-rāši and mürttamurtta-rasi, which correspond to 
the triple subject-matter of Religion and Philosophy, viz. God, 
soul and matter. Bhartrprapafica recognized what is known as 
bramāņa-samuccaya, by which it follows that the testimony of 
common experience is guite as valid as that of the Veda. The 
former vouches for the reality of variety and the latter for that of 
unity (as taught in the Upanisads). Hence the ultimate truth is 
dvaitādvaita. Moksa, or life's end, is conceived as being achieved 
in two stages—the first leading to apavarga, where samsāra is 
overcome through the overcoming of dsariga; and the second 
leading to Brahmahood through the dispelling of avidyā. This 
means of reaching either stage is jflana-karma-samuccaya, which 
is a corollary on the practical side to pramāņa-samuccaya on the 
theoretical side. 

It is indeed difficult to say what were the exact characteristics 
of Badarayana’s bhedabheda doctrine of Vedanta; but there is very 
little doubt that it was some special type of bhedabheda doctrine, 
and, as has already been repeatedly pointed out, even Sankara's 
own commentary (if we exclude only his parenthetic remarks, which 
are often inconsistent with the general drift of his own commentary 
and the context of the sūtras, as well as with their purpose and 
meaning, so far as it can be made out from such a context) shows 
that it was so. If, however, it is contended that this view of real 
transformation is only from a relative point of view (vyavaharika), 
then there must at least be one sūtra where the absolute (para- 
marthika) point of view is given; but no such sūtra has been dis- 
covered even by Sankara himself. If experience always shows the 
causal transformation to be real, then how is one to know that in 
the ultimate point of view all effects are false and unreal? If, 
however, it is contended that there is a real transformation 
(pariņāma) of the māyā stuff, whereas Brahman remains always 
unchanged, and if maya is regarded as the power (sakti) of Brahman, 
how then can the sakti of Brahman as well as its transformations 
be regarded as unreal and false, while the possessor of the sakti (or 
the šaktimat, Brahman) is regarded as real and absolute? There 
is a great diversity of opinion on this point among the Vedāntic 
writers of the Sankara school. Thus Appaya Diksita in his Sid- 
dhānta-leša refers to the author of Padartha-nirnaya as saying that 
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Brahman and maya are both material causes of the world-appear- 
ance—Brahman the vivarta cause, and maya the pariņāma cause. 
Others are said to find a definition of causation intermediate 
between vivarta and parinama by defining material cause as that 
which can produce effects which are not different from itself (svā- 
bhinna-kārya janakatvam upadanatvam). The world is identical with 
Brahman inasmuch as it has being, and it is identical with nescience 
inasmuch as it has its characteristics of materiality and change. So 
from two different points of view both Brahman and maya are the 
cause of the world. Vacaspati Mišra holds that maya is only an acces- 
sory cause (sahakari), whereas Brahman is the real vivarta cause!. 
The author of the Siddhanta-muktavali, Prakāšānanda, however, 
thinks that it is the maya energy (māyā-sakti) which is the material 
cause of the world and not Brahman. Brahman is unchangeable 
and is the support of māyā; and is thus the cause of the world in 
a remote sense. Sarvajriátma Muni, however, believes Brahman 
alone to be the vzvarta cause, and zaya to be only an instrument 
for the purpose?. The difficulty that many of the sūtras of 
Bādarāyaņa give us a pariņāma view of causation was realized by 
Sarvajiiatma Muni, who tried to explain it away by suggesting that 
the pariņāma theory was discussed approvingly in the sūtras only 
because this theory was nearest to the vivarta, and by initiating 
people to the pariņāma theory it would be easier to lead them to 
the vivarta theory, as hinted in sūtra 11. i. 14%. This explanation 
could have some probability, if the arrangement of the sūžras was 


1 Vācaspati Misra flourished in about A.D. 840. In addition to his Bkāmatī 
commentary on the Brahma-sütra he wrote many other works and commentaries 
on other systems of philosophy. His important works are: Tattva-bindu, Tattva- 
vaisüradi (yoga), Tattva-samīksā Brahma-siddhi-tika, Nyāya-kaņikā on Vidhi- 
viveka, Nyāya-tattvāloka, Nyāya-ratna-tīkā, Nyāya-vārttika-tātparya-tīkā, 
Brahma-tattva-samhitoddīpanī, Yukti-dipika (Sāmkhya), Sāmkhya-tattva- 
kaumudi, Vedānta-tattva-kaumudī. i 

2 He lived about A.D. 900 during the reign of King Manukuladitya and was 
a pupil of Deve$vara. y 

5 vivarta-vādasya hi pūrva-bhūmir 
vedānta-vāde parinama-vadah 
e vyavasthite 'smin parinama-vàde 

svayam samāyāti vivarta-vadah. 
Samksepa-sariraka, 11. 61. 
upāyam ātisthati purvam uccair 
upeyam àptum janatā yathaiva m 
srutir munindras ca vivarta-siddhyai 
vikāra-vādam vadatas tathaiva. Ibid. 11. 62. 
vikāra-vādam Kapilādi-paksam 
upetya vādena tu sūtra-kārah 
srutis ca samjalpati pūrvabhūmau : 
sthitvā vivarta-pratipādanāya. Ibid. 11. 64. 
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such as to support the view that the pariņāma view was intro- 
duced only to prepare the reader's mind for the vivarta view, 
which was ultimately definitely approved as the true view; but it 
has been shown that the content of almost all the sūtras of 11. i. 
consistently support the parinama view, and that even the sūtra 
II. i. 14 cannot be explained as holding the vivarta view of 
causation as the right one, since the other sūtras of the same 
section have been explained by Sankara himself on the parinama 
view; and, if the content be taken into consideration, this sūtra also 
has to be explained on the pariņāma view 'of bhedābheda type. 


Teachers and Pupils in Vedanta. 


The central emphasis of Sankara's philosophy of the Upanisads 
and the Brakma-sūtra is on Brahman, the self-revealed identity of 
pure consciousness, bliss and being, which does not await the 
performance of any of the obligatory Vedic duties for its realiza- 
tion, A right realization of such Upanisad texts as “That art 
thou,” instilled by the right teacher, is by itself sufficient to dispel 
all the false illusions of world-appearance. This, however, was 
directly against the Mīmāmsā view of the obligatoriness of certain 
duties, and Sankara and his followers had to fight hard on this 
point with the Mīmāmsakas. Different Mīmāmsā writers empha- 
sized in different ways the necessity of the association of duties with 
Brahma-wisdom; and a brief reference to some of these has been 
made in the section on Surešvara. Another question arose re- 
garding the nature of the obligation of listening to the unity texts 
(e.g. “that art thou") of the Vedanta; and later Vedānta writers 
have understood it differently. Thus the author of the Prakatārtha, 
who probably flourished in the twelfth century, holds that it is 
only by virtue of the mandate of the Upanisads (such as “thou 
shouldst listen to these texts, understand the meaning and medi- 
tate") that one learns for the first time that one ought to listen 
to the Vedānta texts—a view which is technically called apūrva- 
vidhi. Others, however, think that people might themselves 
engage in reading all kinds of texts in their attempts to attain 
salvation and that they might go on the wrong track; and it is just 
to draw them on to the right path, viz. that of listening to the 
unity texts of the Upanisads, that the Upanisads direct men to 


listen to the unity texts—this view is technically called niyama-vidhi. 
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The followers of Sarvajīātma Muni, however, maintain that there 
can in no sense be a duty in regard to the attainment of wisdom of 
Brahma-knowledge, and the force of the duty lies in enjoining the 
holding of discussions for the clarification of one’s understanding ; 
and the meaning of the obligatory sentence “thou shouldst listen 
to” means that one should hold proper discussions for the clarifi- 
cation of his intellect. Other followers of Sure$vara, however, think 
that the force of the obligation lies in directing the student of 
Vedanta steadily to realize the truth of the Vedanta texts without any 
interruption; and this view is technically called parisamkhya-vidhi. 
Vācaspati Mi$ra and his followers, however, think that no obliga- 
tion of duties is implied in these commands; they are simply put 
in the form of commands in order to show the great importance 
of listening to Vedanta texts and holding discussions on them, as 
a means of advancement in the Vedāntic course of progress. 

But the central philosophical problem of the Vedanta is the 
conception of Brahman—the nature of its causality, its relation 
with maya and the phenomenal world of world-appearance, and 
with individual persons. Sankara’s own writings do not always 
manifest the same uniform and clear answer; and many passages 
in different parts of his work show tendencies which could be 
more or less diversely interpreted, though of course the general 
Scheme was always more or less well-defined. Appaya Diksita 
notes in the beginning of his Siddhanta-lesa that the ancients were 
more concerned with the fundamental problem of the identity 
of the self and the Brahman, and neglected to explain clearly 
the order of phenomenal appearance; and that therefore many 
divergent views have sprung up on the subject. Thus shortly after 
Sankara’s death we have four important teachers, Suresvara and 
his pupil Sarvajīātma Muni, Padmapāda and Vācaspati Misra, 
who represent three distinct tendencies in the monistic interpre- 
tation of the Vedanta. SureSvara and his pupil Sarvajīātma Muni 
held that maya was only an instrument (dvdra), through which 
the one Brahman appeared as many, and had its real nature hidden 
from the gaze of its individual appearances as individual persons. 
In this view maya was hardly recognized as a substance, though it 
was regarded as positive; and it was held that mayd had, both for 
its object and its support, the Brahman. It is the pure Brahman 
that is the real cause underlying all appearances, and the maya 
only hangs on it like a veil of illusion which makes this one thing 
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appear as many unreal appearances. It is easy to see that this 
view ignores altogether the importance of giving Philosophical 
explanations of phenomenal appearance, and is only concerned to 
emphasize the reality of Brahman as the only truth. Vācaspati's 
view gives a little more substantiality to māyā in the sense that 
he holds that māyā is coexistent with Brahman, as an accessory 
through the operation of which the creation of world-appearance 
is possible; maya hides the Brahman as its object, but it rests on 
individual persons, who are again dependent on māyā, and māyā on 
them, in a beginningless cycle. The world-appearance is not mere 
subjective ideas or sensations, but it has an objective existence, 
though the nature of its existence is inexplicable and inde- 
scribable; and at the time of dissolution of the world (or pralaya) 
its constitutive stuff, psychical and physical, will remain hidden 
in avidyā, to be revived again at the time of the next world- 
appearance, otherwise called creation. But the third view, namely 
that of Padmapada, gives maya a little more substantiality, re- 
garding it as the stuff which contains the double activity or power 
of cognitive activity and vibratory activity, one determining the 
psychical process and the other the physical process, and regarding 
Brahman in association with māyā, with these two powers as 
Īsvara, as the root cause of the world. But the roots of a very 
thoroughgoing subjective idealism also may be traced even in the 
writings of Sankara himself, Thus in the Brhadaranyaka-bhasya he 
says that, leaving aside theories of limitation (avaccheda) or reflec- 
tion (pratibimba), it may be pointed out that, as the son of Kunti 
is the same as Radheya, so it is the Brahman that appears as 
individual persons through beginningless avidyā; the individual 
persons so formed again delusively create the world-appearance 
through their own avidya. It will be pointed out in a later section 
that Mandana also elaborated the same tendency shortly after 
Sankara in the ninth century. Thus in the same century we 
have four distinct lines of Vedantic development, which began to 
expand through the later centuries in the writers that followed one 
or the other of these schools; and some additional tendencies also 
developed. The tenth century seems to have been very barren in 
the field of the Vedanta, and, excepting probably Jianottama Misra, 
who wrote a commentary on Surešvara's Varttika, no writer of great 
reputation is known to us to have lived in this period. In other 
fields of philosophical development also this century was more or 
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less barren, and, excepting Udayana and Sridhara in Nyāya- 
Vaisesika, Utpala in Astronomy and Abhinavagupta in Saivism, 
probably no other persons of great reputation can be mentioned. 
There were, however, a few Buddhistic writers of repute in this 
period, such as Candragomin (junior) of Rajshahi, the author of 
Nyāya-loka-siddhi, Prajiiakara Gupta of Vikramasila, author of 
Pramana-vartikalankara and Sahopalambha-niscaya, Acarya Jetari 
of Rajshahi, the author of Hetu-tattvopadesa, Dharma-dharmi- 
viniscaya and Bālāvatāra-tarka, Jina, the author of Pramana- 
vartikalankara-tika, Ratnakīrti, the author of the Apoha-siddhi, 
Ksana-bhanga-siddhi and Sthira-siddhi-dūsaņa, and Ratna Vajra, 
the author of the Yukti-prayoga. The eleventh century also does 
not seem to have been very fruitful for Vedanta philosophy. The 
only author of great reputation seems to have been Anandabodha 
Bhattarakacarya, who appears to have lived probably in the latter 
half of the eleventh century and the first half of the twelfth century. 
The mahavidya syllogisms of Kularka Pandita, however, probably 
began from some time in the eleventh century, and these were often 
referred to for refutation by Vedantic writers till the fourteenth 
century, as will be pointed out in a later section. But it is certain 
that quite a large number of Vedantic writers must have worked on 
the Vedanta before Anandabodha, although we cannot properly 
trace them now. Anandabodha says in his Nyaya-makaranda that 
his work was a compilation (samgraha) from a large number of 
Vedantic monographs (nibandha-puspātījali). Citsukha in his com- 
mentary on the Vyāya-makaranda points out (p.346) that Ananda- 
bodha was refuting a view of the author of the Brahma-prakasika. 
According to Govindananda’s statement in his Ratna-prabha, 
P. 311, Amalānanda of the thirteenth century refuted a view of 
the author of the Prakatārtha. The author of the Prakatārtha may 
thus be believed to have lived either in the eleventh or in the 
twelfth century. It was a commentary on Sankara’s Bhasya, and 
its full name was Sariraka-bhasya-prakatartha; and Anandajfiana 
(called also Jaņārdana) wrote his Tattvāloka on the lines of Vedantic 
interpretation of this work. Mr Tripathi says in his introduction 
to the Tarka-samgraha that a copy of this work is available in 
Tekka Matha; but the present writer had the good fortune of 
going through it from a manuscript in the Adyar Library, and 
a short account of its philosophical views is given below in a 
separate section. In the Siddhānta-leša of Appaya Diksita we 
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hear of a commentary on it called Prakatārtha-vivaraņa. But, 
though Anandajüána wrote his Tattvāloka on the lines of the 
Prakatārtha, yet the general views of Ānandajīāna were not 
the same as those of the author thereof; Ānandajūāna's position 
was very much like that of Sarvajitātma Muni, and he did not 
admit many ajitānas, nor did he admit any difference between 
māyā and avidyā. But the author of the Prakatārtha,so far as can be 
judged from references to him in the Siddhanta-lesa,gavea separate 
place to the antahkaranas of individual persons and thought that, 
just as the jivas could be cognizers through the reflection of pure 
intelligence in the antahkarana states, so Īsvara is omniscient by 
knowing everything through maya modifications. The views of 
the author of the Prakatartha regarding the nature of vidhi have 
already been noted. But the way in which Anandajfiana refers to 
the Prakatārtha in Muņdaka, p. 32, and Kena, p. 23, shows that 
he was either the author of the Prakatartha or had written 
some commentary to it. But he could not have been the author of 
this work, since he refers to it as the model on which his Tattvāloka 
was written; so it seems very probable that he had written a 
commentary to it. But it is surprising that Ānandajiāna, who 
wrote commentaries on most of the important commentaries of 
Sankara, should also trouble himself to write another commentary 
on the Prakatartha, which is itself a commentary on Šankara's 
commentary. It may be surmised, therefore, that he had some 
special reasons for respecting it, and it may have been the work of 
some eminent teacher of his or of someone in his parental line. 
However it may be, it is quite unlikely that the work should have 
been written later than the middle of the twelfth century!. 

It is probable that Gangāpurī Bhattāraka also lived earlier than 
Ānandabodha, as Citsukha points out. Gangāpurī must then have 
lived either towards the latter part of the tenth century or the first 
half of the eleventh century. It is not improbable that he may 
have been a senior contemporary of Ānandabodha. His work, 
Padārtha-tattva-nirņaya, was commented on by Anandajfiana. Ac- 
cording to him both maya and Brahman are to be regarded as the 
cause of the world. All kinds of world-phenomena exist, and being 
may therefore be attributed to them; and being is the same what- 
ever may be the nature of things that exist. Brahman is thus the 
changeless cause in the world or the vivarta-karana; but all the 


1 See Tripathi's introduction to the Tarka-samgraha . 
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changing contents or individual existents must also be regarded 
as products of the transformation of some substance, and in this 
sense māyā is to be regarded as the pariņāmi-kāraņa of the world. 
Thus the world has Brahman as its vivarta-kāraņa and māyā as its 
pariņāmi-kāraņa. The world manifests both aspects, the aspect of 
changeless being and that of changing materiality; so both maya 
and Brahman form the material cause of the world in two different 
ways (Brahma maya caity ubhayopadanam ; sattva-jādya-rūpobhaya- 
dharmānugaty-upapattis ca). Tarka-viveka and Siddhanta-viveka 
are the names of two chapters of this book, giving a summary 
of Vaigesika and Vedanta philosophy respectively. The view of 
Gangāpurī in the Padārtha-tattva-nirņaya just referred to seems 
to have been definitely rejected by Anandabodha in his Pramana- 
mālā, p. 16. 

When Kularka had started the maha-vidya syllogisms, and great 
Nyāya authors such as Jayanta and Udayana in the ninth and tenth 
centuries had been vigorously introducing logical methods in philo- 
sophy and were trying to define all that is knowable, the Vedāntic 
doctrine that all that is knowable is indefinable was probably 
losing its hold; and it is probable that works like Anandabodha's 
Pramāņa-mālā and Nyāya-dīpāvalī in the eleventh century or in the 
early part of the twelfth century were weakly attempting to hold 
fast to the Vedantic position on logical grounds. It was Sriharsa 
who in the third quarter of the twelfth century for the first time 
attempted to refute the entire logical apparatus of the Naiyāyikas. 
Šrīharsa's work was carried on in Citsukha's Tattva-pradipika in 
the early part of the thirteenth century, by Anandajfiana in the 
latter part of the same century in his Tarka-samgraha and by 
Nrsimhasrama Muni in his Bheda-dhikkara in the sixteenth century. 
On the last-named a pupil, Narayanasrama, wrote his Bheda- 
dhikkāra-satkriyā, and this had a sub-commentary, called Bheda- 
dhikkāra-satkriyojjvalā. The beginnings of the dialectical argu- 
ments can be traced to Šankara and further back to the great 
Buddhist writers, Nāgārjuna, Āryadeva, Candrakirti, etc. Interest 
in these dialectical arguments was continuously kept up by com- 
mentaries written on these works all through the later centuries. 
'The names of these commentators have been mentioned in the 
sections on Sriharsa, Citsukha and Anandajfiana. 

Moreover, the lines of Vedanta interpretation which started 
with Suregvara, Padmapāda and Vācaspati were vigorously 
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continued in commentaries and in independent works through- 
out the later centuries. Thus in the middle of the thirteenth 
century Vācaspati's Bhāmatī was commented on by Amalānanda 
in his Kalpa-taru; and this Kalpa-taru was again commented on by 
Appaya Diksita in the latter part of the sixteenth century and the 
first quarter of the seventeenth century, and by Laksminrsimha 
in his Abhoga towards the end of the seventeenth century or the 
beginning of the eighteenth?. 

Padmapāda's Pafica-pádika was commented on by Prakāšātman 
in the thirteenth century in his Parīca-pādikā-vivaraņa,by Akhan- 
dānanda in the fourteenth century in his Tattva-dipana, by Vidyā- 
ranya in the same century in his Vivarana-prameya-samgraha, by 
Anandapürna and Nrsimha in the sixteenth century and by 
Rama Tīrtha in the seventeenth century*. The line of Surešvara 
also continued in the summary of his great Varttika (called Vārt- 
tika-sāra) by Vidyāraņya and its commentaries, and also in the 
commentaries on the Samksepa-sariraka from the sixteenth cen- 
tury onwards. Many independent works were also written by 
persons holding more or less the same kinds of views as Sarvaj- 
nàtma Muni?. The philosophy of drsfi-srsti-vada Vedanta, which 
was probably started by Mandana, had doubtless some adherents 
too; but we do not meet with any notable writer on this line, 
except Prakasananda in the sixteenth century and his pupil Nanà 
Diksita. The Vedānta-kaumudī is an important work which is 


1 Allāla Süri, son of Trivikramācārya, wrote a commentary on the Bkāmatī, 
called the Bhdmati-tilaka. 

* Samyagbodhendra Samyamin, pupil of Girvanendra (A.D. 1450), wrote a 
summary of the main contents of the Pajīca-pādikā-vivaraņa in six chapters (var- 
naka), and this work is called by two names, Advaita-bhūsaņa and Vivaraņa- 
prameya-samgraha. There are again two other commentaries on Prakāšātman's 
Paīica-pādikā-vivaraņa: the Riju-vivarama by Visnubhatta, son of Janārdana 
Sarvajfia and pupil of Svāmindrapūrņa, and the Tīkā-ratna by Anandapürna. 
The Riju-vivarana had again another commentary on it, called the Trayyanta- 
bhāva-pradīpikā, by Rāmānanda, pupil of Bhāratī Tīrtha. 

There are, however, two other commentaries on the Pafica-padika called 
Pajica-padika-vyakhya (by an author whose name is not definitely known) and 
the Prabandha-parisodhint by Atmasvarüpa, pupil of Nrsimhagvarūpa. Dharma- 
rāyādhvarīndra also wrote a commentary on Pajica-padika, called the Parica- 
padika-tika. 

3 Apart from the two published commentaries on the Samksepa-sàriraka, there 
is another work called the Samksepa-sārīraka-sambandhokti by Vedānanda, 
pupil of Vedādhyaksa-bhagavat-pūjyapāda, in which the author tries to show the 
mutual relation of the verses of it as yielding a consistent meaning. Nrsīmhā- 
$rama also wrote a commentary on the Samksepa-šārīraka, called the Tattva- 
bodhinī. One Sarvajfiatma Bhagavat wrote a small Vedāntic work, called Pafica- 
prakriya; but it is not probable that he is the same as Sarvajfiatma Muni. 
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referred to by Appaya Diksita in his Siddhanta-lesa. In this work 
the omniscience of Brahman consists in the fact that the pure con- 
sciousness as Brahman manifests all that exists either as actually 
transformed or as potentially transformed, as future, or as latently 
transformed, as the past in the maya; and it is the Paramegvara 
who manifests Himself as the underlying consciousness (saksin) in 
individual persons, manifesting the ajrtāna transformations in them, 
and also their potential ajñāna in dreamless sleep. Many other 
important Vedanta views of an original character are expressed in 
this book. This work of Ramadvaya has been found by the present 
writer in the Govt. Oriental MSS. Library, Madras, and a separate 
Section has been devoted to its philosophy. From references in 
it to followers of Madhva it may be assumed that the Vedanta- 
kaumudi was written probably in the fourteenth century. 

From the fourteenth century, however, we have a large number 
of Vedānta writers in all the succeeding centuries; but with the 
notable exception of Prakasananda, Madhusüdana Sarasvati in his 
Advaita-siddhi (in which he tried to refute the objections of Vyasa 
Tīrtha against the monistic Vedanta in the sixteenth century) and 
probably Vidyaranya’s Vivarana-prameya-samgraha and Dhar- 
marājādhvarīndra's Paribhāsā, and its Sikhamani commentary by 
Rāmakrsņa, there are few writers who can be said to reveal any 
great originality in Vedantic interpretations. Most of the writers of 
this later period were good compilers, who revered all sorts of past 
Vedantic ideas and collected them in well-arranged forms in their 
works. The influence of the Pafica-padika-vivarana, however, is very 
strong in most of these writers, and the Vivarana school of thought 
probably played the most important part in Vedantic thought 
throughout all this period. 

These Vedantic writers grew up in particular circles inspired 
by particular teachers, whose works were carried on either in their 
own families or among their pupils; a few examples may make this 
clear. Thus Jagannathasrama was a great teacher of south India in 
the latter half of the fifteenth century; he had a pupil in Nrsimh- 
āšrama, one of the most reputed teachers of Vedanta in the early 
half of the sixteenth century. He was generally inspired on the one 
hand by the Vivarana and on the other by Šrīharsa and Citsukha 
and Sarvajfiatma Muni: he wrote a number of Vedanta works, 
such as Advaita-dipika (his pupil, Narayanasrama, wrote a com- 
mentary called Advaita-dipika-vivarana on it), Advaita-paūica- 
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ratna, Advaita-bodha-dipika, Advaita-ratna-kosa, Tativa-bodhini, a 
commentary on the Samksepa-sariraka, Tattva-viveka (which had 
two commentaries, Tattva-viveka-dipana of Nārāyaņāšrama and 
Tattva-vivecana of Agnihotra, pupil of Jñānendra Sarasvati), Pañ- 
ca-padika-vivarana-prakasika, Bheda-dhikkāra, Advaita-ratna-vya- 
khyana (a commentary on Mallanarodiya’s Advaita-ratna), and 
Vedānta-tattva-viveka. The fact that he could write commentaries 
both on Sarvajīātma Muni's work and also on the Vivarana, and 
also write a Bheda-dhikkāra (a work on dialectic Vedanta on the 
lines of Sriharsa's dialectical work) shows the syncretistic ten- 
dencies of the age, in which the individual differences within the 
school were all accepted as different views of one Vedanta, and in 
which people were more interested in Vedanta as a whole and felt 
no hesitation in accepting all the Vedantic ideas in their works. 
Nrsimhasrama had a pupil Dharmarajadhvarindra, who wrote a 
Vedanta-paribhasa, a commentary called Tarka-cūdāmaņi on the 
Tattva-cintāmaņi of Gangesa, and also on the Nyaya-siddhānta- 
dīpa of Šašadhara Acarya, and a commentary on the Paiica-pādikā 
of Padmapāda. His son and pupil Rāmakrsņa Dīksita wrote a com- 
mentary on the first, called Vedānta-sikhāmaņi; and Amaradāsa, 
the pupil of Brahmavijiiana, wrote another commentary on this 
Sikhamani of Rāmakrsņa*. Rāmakrsņa had also written a com- 
mentary on Rucidatta's Tattva-cintāmaņi-prakāša, called Nyāya- 
Sikhamani, and a commentary on the Vedanta-sara. Other authors, 
such as Kāšīnātha Sastrin and Brahmendra Sarasvatī, had also 
written separate works bearing the name Vedānta-paribhāsā after 
the Vedānta-paribhāsā of Dharmarāja in the seventeenth century. 
Under the sphere of Nrsimha's influence, but in the Šaiva and 
Mīmāmsaka familyof Rangaraja Adhvarin,was born Appaya Diksita, 
who became one of the most reputed teachers of the sixteenth and 
the seventeenth centuries. His works have all been noted in the 
section devoted to him. He again was a teacher of Bhattoji Diksita, 

who in addition to many works on grammar, law and ritual (smrti) 

wrote two important works on Vedanta, called T gttva-kaustubha 
and Vedanta-tattva-dipana-vyakhya, the latter a commentary on 

the commentary, Tattva-viveka-dīpana, of Nārāyaņāšrama (a pupil 

of Nrsimhaérama) on the latter's work, Vedanta-tattoa-viveka. 

This Nārāyaņāšrama had also written another commentary on 


1 Pettà Diksita, son of Nārāyaņa Diksita, also wrote a commentary on 
the Vedānta-paribhāsā, called Vedānta-paribhāsā-prakāšikā. 
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Nrsimhāšrama's Bheda-dhikkāra, called Bheda-dhikkara-satkriya ; 
and later on in the eighteenth century another commentary was 
written on Nrsimha's Bheda-dhikkara, called Advaita-candrikā, by 
Narasimha Bhatta, pupil of Ramabhadrasrama and Nāgešvara in 
the eighteenth century. Bhattojī Diksita's son Bhānujī Dīksita was 
a commentator on the Amara-kosa (Vyakhya-sudha or Subodhinī). 
Bhattojī was, however, a pupil not only of Appaya, but also of 
Nrsimhasrama Muni. Bhattoji's younger brother and pupil, Ran- 
goji Bhatta, wrote two works, the Advaita-cintamani and the Ad- 
vaita-sastra-saroddhara, more or less on the same lines, containing 
a refutation of Vaisesika categories, a determination of the nature 
of the self, a determination of the nature of ajfana and the nature of 
the doctrine of reflection, proofs of the falsity of world-appearance 
and an exposition of the nature of Brahman and how Brahmahood 
is to be attained. His son Konda Bhatta was mainly a grammarian, 
who wrote also on Vaisesika. Again Madhusüdana Sarasvati, who 
„was a pupil of Visvešvara Sarasvati (pupil of Sarvajiia Višveša 
and pupil's pupil of Govinda Sarasvati), lived in the early half 
of the sixteenth century and was probably under the influence of 
Nrsimhasrama, who is reputed to have defeated Madhusüdana 
Sarasvatī's teacher, Madhava Sarasvati. Madhusüdana had at 
least three pupils, Purusottama, who wrote on Madhusüdana's 
commentary the Stddhānta-tattva-bindu a commentary called 
Siddhanta-tattva-bindu-tikà!; the others were Bālabhadra* and 
Sesagovinda (the latter of whom wrote a commentary on Sankara's 
Sarva-darsana-siddhanta-samgraha, called Sarva-siddhānta-raha- 
sya-tīkā). Again Sadananda, the author of the Vedanta-sara, one 
of the most popular and well-read syncretistic works on Vedanta, 
was a contemporary of Nrsimhagrama; Nrsimha Sarasvati wrote 
in 1588 a commentary thereon, called Subodhini. Devendra, 
the author of the Svānubhūti-prakāša, was also a contemporary of 
Nrsimhāšrama. It has already been pointed out that Prakāšānanda 
was probably a contemporary of Nrsimhasrama, though he 
does not seem, to have been under his influence. This shows how 
some of the foremost Vedanta writers of the sixteenth and seven- 
teenth centuries grew up together in a Vedantic circle, many of 
whom were directly or indirectly under the influence of Nrsim- 
hā$rama and Appaya Diksita. 


1 Brahmānanda wrote on the Siddhānta-bindu another commentary, called 
Siddhānta-bindu-tīkā. 
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Passing to another circle of writers, we see that Bhāskara 
Diksita, who lived in the latter half of the seventeenth century, 
Wrote a commentary, Ratna-tūlikā, on the Siddhānta-siddhāījana of 
his teacher Krsņānanda. The Siddhanta-siddhajana is an excellent 
Syncretistic work on Vedanta, which contains most of the im- 
portant Vedānta doctrines regarding the difference of dharma-vicāra 
and brahma-vicara, the relation of Mīmārmsā theories of commands, 
and the need of Brahma-knowledge; it introduces many Mīmāmsā 
subjects and treats of their relations to many relevant Vedānta 
topics. It also introduces elaborate discussions on the nature of 
knowledge and ignorance. It seems, however, to be largely free from 
the influence of the Vivarana, and it does not enter into theories 
of perception or the nature of the antahkarana and its ortti. 
It is thus very different from most of the works produced in the 
sixteenth century in the circles of Nrsimha or Appaya. Krsņānanda 
lived probably in the middle of the seventeenth century. He had 
for teacher Ramabhadrananda; and Ramabhadrananda was taught 
by Svayamprakāšānanda, the author of the Vedānta-naya-bhūsaņa, 
a commentary on the Brakma-sūtra on the lines of Vācaspati Mišra's 
Bhāmatī. "This Svayamprakāša must be distinguished from the 
other Svayamprakāša, probably of the same century, who was a 
pupil of Kaivalyānanda Yogīndra and the author of the Rasābhi- 
vyafjika, a commentary of Advaita-makaranda of Laksmidhara 
Kavi. Rāmabhadrānanda had as his teacher Rāmānanda Sarasvatī, 
the author of the Vedānta-siddhānta-candrikā, on which a commen- 
tary was written by Gangādharendra Sarasvatī (A.D. 1826), pupil of 
Ramacandra Sarasvatī and pupil's pupil of Sarvajfia Sarasvātī, and 
author of the Samrajya-siddhi with its commentary, the Kaivalya- 
kalpadruma. Prakāšānanda was a pupil of Advaitānanda, author of 
the Brahma-vidyābharaņa, a commentary on Sankara’s Sariraka- 
bhasya—Advaitananda was a disciple of Ramatirtha, author of the 
Anvaya-prakasika (a commentary on the Samksepa-sariraka of 
Sarvajiiatma Muni) and a disciple of Krsņatīrtha, a contemporary 
of Jagannāthāšrama, the teacher of Nrsimhāšrama., Ramatirtha’s 
Anvaya-prakasika shows an acquaintance with Madhusüdana's 
Advaita-siddhi; and he may thus be considered to have lived in the 
middle of theseventeenth century. Svayamprakāšānanda, again,had 
for pupil Mahādevānanda, or Vedāntin Mahādeva, the author of 
the Advaita-cinta-kaustubha or Tattvānusandhāna. It seems very 
clear that these writers of the seventeenth and the early eighteenth 
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centuries flourished in a different circle of Vedantic ideas, where 
the views of Vācaspati, Surešvara and Sarvajfiatma Muni had 
greater influence than the authors of the Vivaraņa school of 
Vedānta. Another important syncretistic Vedānta writer is Sadā- 
nanda Kāšmīraka, author of the Advaita-brahma-siddhi, who lived in 
the early part of the eighteenth century. The Advaita-brahma-siddhi 
is an excellent summary of all the most important Vedanta doc- 
trines, written in an easy style and explaining the chief features of 
the Vedantic doctrines in the different schools of Advaita teachers. 
Narahari’s Bodha-sāra may be mentioned as one of the important 
products of the late eighteenth century?. 

The sort of relationship of teachers and students in particular 
circles that has been pointed out holds good of the earlier authors 
also, though it is difficult to trace them as well as can be done in 
the later years, since many of the earlier books ate now missing 
and the footprints of older traditions are becoming more and more 
faint. Thus it may be pointed out that Vidyaranya was a con- 
temporary of Amalananda in the fourteenth century, as both of them 


1 A number of other important Vedanta works, written mostly during the 
seventeenth to nineteenth centuries, may also be mentioned. Thus Lokanātha, 
son of Sarvajfianarüyana and grandson of Nrsimhasrama, wrote a metrical work 
in three chapters refuting the views of the dualists, called Advaita-muktā- 
sara with a commentary on it called Kanti; Brahmānanda Sarasvati wrote 
the Advaita-siddhanta-vidyotana; Gopālānanda Sarasvati, pupil of Yogananda, 
wrote the Akhandatma-prakasika; Harihara Paramahamsa, pupil of Sivarāma, 
pupil of Višvešvarāšrama, wrote the Anubhava-vildsa, and early in the nineteenth 
century Sāmin, a pupil of Brahmānanda, wrote a big work in twelve chapters, 
called Brahmananda-vilàsa. In this connection it may not be out of place to 
mention the names of some important works of Vedānta dialectics in refutation 
of other systems of philosophical views more or less on the lines of those dialec- 
tical writings which have been noticed in the present volume. Thus Ananda- 
pü-na (A.D. 1600), who commented on Sriharsa’s Khandana-khanda-khadya, wrote 
the Nyāya-candrikā in four chapters, refuting the views of the Nyāya, Mīmāmsā 
and Vaisesika; Ānandānubhava, pupil of Nārāyaņa Jyotisha, who lived probably 
in the same century, wrote a similar work, called Padārtha-tattva-nirņaya; 
Jüünaghana, who probably lived in the thirteenth century, wrote an elaborate 
dialectical work in thirty-three chapters (prakaraņa), called Tattva-suddhi ; 
Srinivasa Yajvan, who probably lived in the sixteenth century, wrote the Vādā- 
vali in twenty-six chapters in refutation of Visistadvaita and Dvaita views; 
Bhavānīsankara also wrote a similar dialectical work, called Siddhānta-dīpikā. 
As examples of' semi-popular Vedanta works of a syncretistic type, such works 
as the Tattva-bodha of Vāsudevendra, the Guņa-traya-viveka of Svayamprakāša 
Yogindra, the Jagan-mithyātva-dīpikā of Rāmendra Yogin, the Ananda-dipa of 
Sivananda Yati (which hada commentary called Ananda-dipa-tikar by Rāmanātha), 
the Svātma-yoga-pradīpa by Yogīšvara (which had a commentary by Amarānanda) 
and the Veddnta-hrdaya (on the lines of the Yoga-vāsistha and Gauda- 
pada) by Varada Pandita may be mentioned. This latter work was probably later 
than Prakagananda’s Vedānta-siddhānta-muktāvali, which followed the same line 
of thought. 
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were pupils of Sankarananda and Anubhavānanda respectively; 
these in turn were both pupils of Ānandātman. Šankarānanda 
was the author of the Gītā-tātparya-bodhinī and of a number of 
commentaries on the various Upanisads, and also of a summary 
of the Upanisads, called Upanisad-ratna. Amalānanda, however, 
had as teacher not only Anubhavānanda, but also Sukhaprakāša 
Muni, who again was a disciple of Citsukha, himself a disciple of 
Gaudesvara Ācārya (called also Jūānottama). 


Vedānta Doctrine of Soul and the Buddhist 
Doctrine of Soullessness. 


One of the most important points of Sankara's criticism of 
Buddhism is directed against its denial of a permanent soul which 
could unite the different psychological constituents or could behave 
as the enjoyer of experiences and the controller of all thoughts 
and actions. 

"The Buddhists argue that for the production of sense-cognition, 
as the awareness of a colour or sound, what is required in addition 
to the sense-data of colours, etc. is the corresponding sense- 
faculties, while the existence of a soul cannot be deemed indispens- 
able for the purpose!. Vasubandhu argues that whatis experienced 
is the sense-data and the psychological elements in groups called 
skandhas. What one calls self (atman) cannot be anything more 
than a mere apparent cognitional existence (prajfiapti-sat) of what 
in reality is but a conglomeration of psychological elements. Had 
the apparent self been something as different from the psycho- 
logical elements as colours are from sounds, it would then be 
regarded as an individual (pudgala) ; but, if its difference from these 
psychological elements be of the same nature as the difference of 
the constituents of milk from the appearance of milk, then the self. 
could be admitted only to have a cognitional existence (prajfapti- 
sat)?. The self has, in fact, only a cognitional appearance of 
Separateness from the psychological elements; just as, though 

1 The arguments here followed are those of Vasubandhu, as found in his 
«Abhidharma-koša, and are based on Prof. Stcherbatsky's translation of the ap- 
pendix to ch. viii of that work, called the Pudgala-viniscaya, and Yasomitra's 


commentary in manuscript from Nepal, borrowed from Višvabhāratī, Santini- 
ketan, Bengal. 


2 Yadi yathā rūpādih éabdader bhāvāntaram abhipreyate pudgala iti abhyu- 
pagato bhavati bhinna-laksanam hi rüpam šabdād ityādi ksīrādivat samudāyaš cet 
prajfiaptitah. Abhidharma-kosa-vyakhya, Višvabhāratī MS. p. 337. 
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milk appears to have a separate existence from the proper com- 
bination of its constituent elements, yet it is in reality nothing 
more than a definite kind of combination of its constituent 
elements, so the self is nothing more than a certain conglomeration 
of the psychological elements (skandha), though it may appear to 
have a separate and independent existence. The Vatsiputriyas, 
however, think that the individual is something different from the 
skandhas or psychological entities, as its nature is different from 
the nature of them. The Vatsiputriyas deny the existence of a 
permanent soul, but believe in momentary individuals (pudgala) 
as a category separate and distinct from the skandhas. Just as fire 
is something different from the fuel that conditioned it, so the 
name "individual" (pudgala) is given to something conditioned 
by the skandhas at a given moment in a personal life!. Vasuban- 
dhu, however, argues against the acceptance of such an individual 
and says that there is no meaning in accepting such an individual. 
Rain and sun have no effects on niere vacuous space, they are of 
use only to the skin; if the individual is, like the skin, a deter- 
miner of the value of experiences, then it must be accepted as 
external; if it is like vacuous space, then no purpose is fulfilled 
by accepting it?. The Vatsiputriyas, however, thought that, just as 
the fuel conditioned the fire, so the personal elements conditioned 
the individual. By this conditioning the Vatsiputriyas meant that 
the personal elements were some sort of a coexisting support?. 
What is meant by saying that the pudgala is conditioned by the 
personal elements is that, when the skandhas or psychological 
elements are present, the pudgala is also present there*. But 
Vasubandhu urges that a mere conditioning of this kind is not 
sufficient to establish the cognitional existence of an individual; 
for even colour is conditioned by the visual sense, light and 
attention in such a way that, these being present, there is the 
perception of light; but can anybody on that ground consider the 


1 Stcherbatsky's translation of the Pudgala-viniscaya, Bulletin de l' Académie 


des Sciences de Russie, p. 830. 
The exacttextof Vasubandhu, as translated from Tibetan in a note,runs thus: 
grhita-pratyutpannàbhyantara-skandham upādāya pudgala-prajfiaptih .Ibid.p.953. 
? atstputriyandm tīrthika-drstih prasajyate nisprayojanatvam ca 
varsāta-pābhyām kim vyomnas carmany-asti tayoh phalam 
carmopamas cet sa nityah khatulyas ced asatphalah. 
MS. of Yašomitra's commentary, p. 338. 
3 afraya-bhütah saha-bhüta$ ca. Ibid. 
4 rüpasyapi prajnaptir vaktavyā caksur-ādisu satsu tasyopalambhāt, tāni cak- 


sur-ādīny upādāya rüpam prajitāpyate. Ibid. 
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existence of colour to be a cognitional one? And would cognitional 
entities deserve to be enumerated as separate categories? Again it 
may be asked, if such an individual exists, how is it experienced? 
For, if it be experienced by any of the senses, it must be a sense- 
datum: for the senses can grasp only their appropriate sense-data, 
and the individual is no sense-datum. "Therefore, just as milk is 
nothing but the collected sense-data of colour, taste, etc., so also 
the so-called individual is nothing more than the conglomerated 
psychological elements. The Vatsiputriyas argue that, since the 
psychological elements, the sense-data, etc., are the causes of our 
experience of the individual, the individual cannot be regarded as 
being identical with these causal elements which are responsible 
for their experience; if it were so, then even light, eye, attention, 
etc., which are causes of the experience of the sense-data, would 
have to be regarded as being identical in nature with the indi- 
vidual?, Butitisnotso maintained ; thesense-datum of sounds and 
colours is always regarded as being different from the individual, 
and one always distinguishes an individual from a sense-datum and 
says “this is sound,” “this is colour” and “this is individual?." But 
the individual is not felt to be as distinct from the psychological 
elements as colour is from sound. The principle of difference or 
distinctness consists in nothing but a difference of moments; a 
colour is different from a sound because it is experienced at a 
different moment, while the psychological elements and the indi- 
vidual are not experienced at different moments‘. But it is argued 
in reply that, as the sense-data and the individual are neither 
different nor identical (ratio essendi), so their cognition also is 
neither different nor identical in experience (ratio cognoscendi). 
But Vasubandhu says that, if such a view is taken in this case, then 
it might as well be taken in all cases wherever there is any con- 
glomeration*. Moreover, the separate senses are all limited to their 
special fields, and the mind which acts with them is also limited 

1 yathà riipadiny eva samastāni samuditāni ksiram iti udakam iti và prajīāpyate, 
tatha skandhàs ca samastā pudgala iti prajūāpyate, iti siddham. „MS. of Yašo- 
mitra's commentary, p. 339 A. 

2 yathā rūbam pudgalopalabdheh karanam bhavati sa ca tebhyo 'nyo na 
vaktavyah āloka-caksur-manaskārā api rüpopalabdheh kāraņam bhavati tad api 
tad-abhinna-svabhāvah pudgalah prāpnoti. Ibid. 3 Ibid. p. 339 B. 

* svalaksanad api ksaņāntaram anyad ity udaharyam. Ibid. 

E yathā rüpa-pudgalayor anyānanyatvam avaktavyam evam tadupalabdhyor 
api anyananyatvam avaktavyam. Ibid. 


M yo "yam siddhantah pudgala eva vaktavyah so "yam bhidyate samskrtam 
api avaktavyam iti krtvā. Ibid, 
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to the data supplied by them; there is, therefore, no way in which 
the so-called individual can be experienced. In the Ajita sermon 
Buddha is supposed to say: ** A visual consciousness depends upon 
the organ of sight and a visible object. When these three (object, 
sense organ and consciousness) combine, a sensation is produced. 
It is accompanied by a feeling, a representation and a volition. 
Only so much is meant, when we are speaking of a human being. 
To these (five sets of elements) different names are given, such 
as a sentient being, a man, Manu's progeny, a son of Manu, a 
child, an individual, a life, a soul. If with respect to them the 
expression is used ‘he sees the object with his own eyes,’ it is false 
imputation (there being in reality nobody possessing eyes of his 
own). In common life such expressions with respect to them are 
current as ‘that is the name of this venerable man, he belongs to 
such a caste and such a family, he eats such food, this pleases him, 
he has reached such an age, he has lived so many years, he has 
died at such an age.' These O brethren! accordingly are mere 
words, mere conventional designations. 


“Expressions are they, (but not truth)! 
Real elements have no duration: 
Vitality makes them combine 

In mutually dependent apparitions?.””” 


The Vatsiputriyas however refer to the Bhara-hara-siitra, in 
which Buddha is supposed to say: *O brethren, I shall explain unto 
you the burden (of fife), and moreover I shall explain the taking up 
of the burden, the laying aside of it and who the carrier is.... What 
is the burden? All the five aggregates of elements—the substrates 
of personal life. What is meant by the taking up of the burden? 
The force of craving for a continuous life, accompanied by pas- 
sionate desires, the rejoicing at many an object. What is the laying 
aside of the burden? It is the wholesale rejection of this craving 
for a continuation of life, accompanied as it is by passionate desires 
and rejoicings at many an object, the getting rid of it in every 
circumstancé, its extinction, its end, its suppression, an aversion 
to it, its restraint, its disappearance. Who is the carrier? We must 
answer: it is the individual, i.e. ‘this venerable man haying this 
name, of such a caste, of such a family, eating such food, finding 
pleasure or displeasure at such things, of such an age, who after a 


1 Stcherbatsky’s translation in Bulletin de l’ Académie des Sciences de Russie. 
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life of such length will pass away having reached such an aget.” 
But Vasubandhu points out that the carrier of the burden is not 
to be supposed to be some eternal soul or real individual, It is 
the momentary group of elements of the preceding moment that 
is designated as the burden, and the immediately succeeding one 
the carrier of the burden (bhara-hara)?. 

The Vatsiputriyas again argue that activity implies an active 
agent, and, since knowing is an action, it also implies the knower 
who knows, just as the walking of Devadatta implies a Devadatta 
who walks. But Vasubandhu's reply to such a contention is that 
there is nowhere such a unity. There isnoindividuallike Devadatta : 
what we call Devadatta is but a conglomeration of elements. “The 
light of a lamp is a common metaphorical designation for an un- 
interrupted production of a series of flashing flames, When this 
production changes its place, we say that the light has moved. 
Similarly consciousness is a conventional name for a chain of 
conscious moments. When it changes its place (i.e. appears in 
co-ordination with another objective element), we say that it ap- 
prehends that object. And in the same way we speak about the 
existence of material elements. We say matter ‘is produced,’ ‘it 
exists’; but there is no difference between existence and the 
element which does exist. The same applies to consciousness 
(there is nothing that cognizes, apart from the evanescent flashing 
of consciousness itself) 3.” 

It is easy to see that the analysis of consciousness offered by the 
Vedānta philosophy of the Sankara school is entirely different from 
this. The Vedanta holds that the fact of consciousness is entirely 
different from everything else. So long as the assemblage of the 
physical or physiological conditions antecedent to the rise of any 
cognition, as for instance, the presence of illumination, sense- 
object contact, etc., is being prepared, there is no knowledge, and 
it is only at a particular moment that the cognition of an object 
arises. This cognition is in its nature so much different from each 
and all the elements constituting the so-called assemblage of con- 
ditions, that it cannot in any sense be regarded as the product of 


1 Stcherbatsky’s translation. 

2 Yašomitra points out that there is no carrier of the burden different from 
the collection of the skandhas—bhārādānavan na skandhebhyo 'rthāntara-bhūtah 
pudgala ity arthah. Abhidharma-koša-vyākhyā, Visvabhāratī MS. 

5 Stcherbatsky’s translation in Bulletin de Académie des Sciences de Russie, 
PP- 938-939. 
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any collocation of conditions. Consciousness thus, not being a 
product of anything and not being further analysable into any 
constituents, cannot also be regarded as a momentary flashing. 
Uncaused and unproduced, it is eternal, infinite and unlimited. 
'The main point in which consciousness differs from everything 
else is the fact of its self-revelation. There is no complexity in 
consciousness. It is extremely simple, and its only essence or 
characteristic is pure self-revelation. The so-called momentary 
flashing of consciousness is not due to the fact that it is 
momentary, that it rises into being and is then destroyed the 
next moment, but to the fact that the objects that are revealed 
by it are reflected through it from time to time. But the conscious- 
ness is always steady and unchangeable in itself. The immediacy 
(aparoksatva) of this consciousness is proved by the fact that, though 
everything else is manifested by coming in touch with it, it itself 
is never expressed, indicated or manifested by inference or by 
any other process, but is always self-manifested and self-revealed. 
All objects become directly revealed to us as soon as they come in 
touch with it. Consciousness (samvid) is one. It is neither identical 
with its objects nor on the same plane with them as a constituent 
element in a collocation of them and consciousness. The objects 
of consciousness or all that is manifested in consciousness come 
in touch with consciousness and themselves appear as conscious- 
ness. This appearance is such that, when they come in touch 
with consciousness, they themselves flash forth as consciousness, 
though that operation is nothing but a false appearance of the non- 
conscious objects and mental states in the light of consciousness, 
as being identical with it. But the intrinsic difference between 
consciousness and its objects is that the former is universal (pratyak) 
and constant (anuvrtta), while the latter are particular (apratyak) 
and alternating (vyāvrtta). The awarenesses of a book, a table, etc. 
appear to be different not because these are different flashings of 
knowledge, but because of the changing association of conscious- 
ness with these objects. The objects do not come into being with 
the flashings of their awareness, but they have their separate 
existence and spheres of operation!. Consciousness is one and 
unchanging; it is only when the objects get associated with it that 


1 tattva-daršī tu nityam advitīyam vijfianam visayās ca tatradhyastah prthag- 
artha-kriyā-samarthās tesām cābādhitam sthāyitvam astīti vadati. Vivaraņa- 
prameya-samgraha, p. 74, the Vizianagram Sanskrit Series, Benares, 1893. 
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they appear in consciousness and as identical with it in such a way 
that the flashing of an object in consciousness appears as the 
flashing of the consciousness itself. It is through an illusion that 
the object of consciousness and consciousness appear to be welded 
together into such an integrated whole, that their mutual difference 
escapes our notice, and that the object of consciousness, which is 
only like an extraneous colour applied to consciousness, does not 
appear different or extraneous to it, but as a specific mode of the 
consciousness itself. Thus what appear as but different aware- 
nesses, as book-cognition, table-cognition, are not in reality 
different awarenesses, but one unchangeable consciousness suc- 
cessively associated with ever-changing objects which falsely appear 
to be integrated with it and give rise to the appearance that quali- 
tatively different kinds of consciousness are flashing forth from 
moment to moment. Consciousness cannot be regarded as momen- 
tary. For, had it been so, it would have appeared different at every 
different moment. If it is urged that, though different conscious- 
nesses are arising at each different moment, yet on account of 
extreme similarity this is not noticed ; then it may be replied that, 
if there is difference between the two consciousnesses of two 
successive moments, then such difference must be grasped either 
by a different consciousness or by the same consciousness. In the 
first alternative the third awareness, which grasps the first two 
awarenesses and their difference, must either be identical with 
them, and in that case the difference between the three awarenesses 
would vanish ; or it may be different from them, and in that case, 
if another awareness be required to comprehend their difference 
and that requires another and so on, there would be a vicious 
infinite. If the difference be itself said to be identical with the 
nature of the consciousness (samvit-svarüpa-bhüto bhedah), and if 
there is nothing to apprehend this difference, then the non- 
appearance of the difference implies the non-appearance of the 
consciousness itself; for by hypothesis the difference has been held 
to be identical with the consciousness itself. The nonsappearance of 
difference, implying the non-appearance of consciousness, would 
mean utter blindness. The difference between the awareness of 
one moment and another cannot thus either be logically proved, 
or realized in experience, which always testifies to the unity of 
awareness through all moments of its appearance. It may be held 
that the appearance of unity is erroneous, and that, as such, it 
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presumes that the awarenesses are similar; for without such a 
similarity there could not have been the erroneous appearance of 
unity. But, unless the difference of the awarenesses and their 
similarity be previously proved, there is nothing which can even 
suggest that the appearance of unity is erroneous!. It cannot be 
urged that, if the existence of difference and similarity between the 
awarenesses of two different moments can be proved to be false, 
then only can the appearance of unity be proved to be true; for the 
appearance of unity is primary and directly proved by experience. 
Its evidence can be challenged only if the existence of difference 
between the awarenesses and their similarity be otherwise proved. 
The unity of awareness is a recognition of the identity of the 
awarenesses (pratyabhijia), which is self-evident. 

It has also been pointed out that the Buddhists give a different 
analysis of the fact of recognition. They hold that perception 
reveals the existence of things at the moment of perception, 
whereas recognition involves the supposition of their existence 
through a period of past time, and this cannot be apprehended 
by perception, which is limited to the present moment only. If it 
is suggested that recognition is due to present perception as asso- 
ciated with the impressions (samskāra) of previous experience, 
then such a recognition of identity would not prove the identity 
of the self as “I am he"—for in the self-luminous self there cannot 
be any impressions. The mere consciousness as the flash cannot 
prove any identity; for that is limited to the present moment and 
cannot refer to past experience and unite it with the experience 
of the present moment. The Buddhists on their side deny the 
existence of recognition as the perception of identity, and think 
that it is in reality not one but two concepts—" I" and “that "— 
and not a separate experience of the identity of the self as per- 
sisting through time. To this the Vedantic reply is that, though 
there cannot be any impressions in the self as pure consciousness, 
yet the self as associated with the mind (antahkarana) can well 
have impressions (samskāra), and so recognition is possible”. But 
it may be objected that the complex of the self and mind would 
then be playing the double róle of knower and the known; for it 
is the mind containing the impressions and the self that together 


* Vivarana-prameya-samgraha, p. 76. 
* kevale cidātmani janya-jfidna-tat-samskürayor asambhave "py antahkaraņa- 
visiste tat-sambhavād ukta-pratyabhijna kim na syāt. Ibid. p. 76. 
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play the part of the recognizer, and it is exactly those impressions 
together with the self that form the content of recognition also— 
and hence in this view the agent and the object have to be regarded 
asone. Butin reply to this Vidyaranya Muni urges that all systems 
of philosophy infer the existence of soul as different from the 
body; and, as such an inference is made by the self, the self is thus 
both the agent and the object of such inferences. Vidyāraņya says 
that it may further be urged that the recognizer is constituted of 
the self in association with the mind, whereas the recognized entity 
is constituted of the self as qualified by past and present time!. 
'Thus the recognition of self-identity does not strictly involve the 
fact of the oneness of the agent and its object. If it is urged that, 
since recognition of identity of self involves two concepts, it also 
involves two moments, then the assertion that all knowledge is 
momentary also involves two concepts, for momentariness cannot 
be regarded as being identical with knowledge. The complexity 
of a concept does not mean that it is not one but two different 
concepts occurring at two different moments, If such a maxim is 
accepted, then the theory that all knowledge is momentary cannot 
be admitted as one concept, but two concepts occurring at two 
moments; and hence momentariness cannot be ascribed to know- 
ledge, as is done by the Buddhists. Nor can it be supposed, in 
accordance with the Prabhākara view, that the existence of the 
permanent *'this self” is admitted merely on the strength of the 
recognizing notion of “self-identity”; for the self which abides 
through the past and exists in the present cannot be said to depend 
on a momentary concept of recognition of self-identity. The notion 
of self-identity is only a momentary notion, which lasts only at the 
present time; and hence the real and abiding self cannot owe its 
reality or existence merely to a psychological notion of the moment. 

Again, if it is argued that memory, such as “I had an 
awareness of a book,” shows that the self was existing at the past 
time when the book was perceived, it may be replied that such 
memory and previous experience may prove the past existence of 
the self, but it cannot prove that the self that was existing in the 
past is identical with the self that is now experiencing. The mere 
existence of self at two moments of time does not prove that the 
self had persisted through the intervening times. Two notions of 


MAA antahkarana-visistatayaivatmanah pratyabhijiatrtvam pūrvāpara-kāla-vi- 
sistatayā ca pratyabhijfieyatvam. Vivarana-prameya-samgraha, p. 77. 
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two different times cannot serve to explain the idea of recognition, 
which presupposes the notion of persistence. If it were held that 
the two notions produce the notion of self-persistence through the 
notion of recognition, then that would mean that the Buddhist 
admits that one can recognize himself as “I am he.” It cannot 
be said that, since the self itself cannot be perceived, there is no 
possibility of the perception of the identity of the self through 
recognition ; for, when one remembers *' I had an experience," that 
very remembrance proves that the self was perceived. Though at 
the time when one remembers it the self at the time of such memory 
is felt as the perceiver and not as the object of that self-perception, 
yet at the time of the previous experience which is now being 
remembered the self must have been itself the object of the per- 
ception. If it is argued that it is only the past awareness that is 
the object of memory and this awareness, when remembered, ex- 
presses the self as its cognizer, then to this it may be replied that 
since at the time of remembering there is no longer the past 
awareness, the cognizer on whom this awareness had to rest itself 
is also absent. It is only when an awareness reveals itself that it 
also reveals the cognizer on whom it rests; but, if an awareness is 
remembered, then the awareness which is remembered is only 
made an object of present awareness which is self-revealed. But 
the past awareness which is supposed to be remembered is past 
and lost and, as such, it neither requires a cognizer on which it 
has to rest nor actually reveals such a cognizer. It is only the 
self-revealed cognition that also immediately reveals the cognizer 
with its own revelation. But, when a cognition is mediated through 
memory, its cognizer is not manifested with its remembrance! 
So the self which experienced an awareness in the past can be 
referred to only through the mediation of memory. So, when the 
Prabhākaras hold that the existence of the self is realized through 
such a complex notion as '*I am he,” it has to be admitted that 
it is only through the process of recognition (pratyabhijūā) that 
the persistence of the self is established. The main point that 
Vidyāraņya Muni urges in his Vivarana-prameya-samgraha is that 
the fact of recognition or the experience of self-identity cannot be 
explained by any assumption of two separate concepts, such as the 
memory of a past cognition or cognizer and the present awareness. 
* svayamprakāšamānam hi samvedanam āšrayam sādhayati na tu smrti- 


visayataya para-prakasyam. Vivaraņa-prameya-samgraha, p. 78. 
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We all feel that our selves are persisting through time and that I 
who experienced pleasure yesterday and I who am experiencing new 
pleasures to-day are identical; and the only theory by which this 
notion of self-persistence or self-identity can be explained is by 
supposing that the self exists and persists through time. The 
Buddhist attempts at explaining this notion of self-identity by the 
supposition of the operation of two separate concepts are wholly 
inadequate, as has already been shown. The perception of self- 
identity can therefore be explained only on the basis of a per- 
manently existing self. 

Again, the existence of self is not to be argued merely through 
the inference that cognition, will and feeling presuppose some entity 
to which they belong and that it is this entity that is called self; for, 
if that were the case, then no one would be able to distinguish his 
own self from that of others. For, if the self is only an entity 
which has to be presupposed as the possessor of cognition, will, 
etc., then how does one recognize one’s own cognition of thirigs as 
differing from that of others? What is it that distinguishes my 
experience from that of others? My self must be immediately 
perceived by me in order that I may relate any experience to myself. 
So the self must be admitted as being self-manifested in all ex- 
perience; without admitting the self to be self-luminous in all 
experience the difference between an experience as being my 
own and as belonging to others could not be explained. It may 
be objected by some that the self is not self-luminous by itself, 
but only because, in self-consciousness, the self is an object of 
the cognizing operation (samvit-karma). But this is hardly valid; 
for the self is not only cognized as an object of self-consciousness, 
but also in itself in all cognitional operations. The self cannot be 
also regarded as being manifested by ideas or percepts. It is not 
true that the cognition of the self occurs after the cognition of the 
book or at any different time from it. For it is true that the 
cognition of the self and that of the book take place at the same 
point of time; for the same awareness cannot comprehend two 
different kinds of objects at the same time. If this was done at 
different points of time, then that would not explain our ex- 
perience—‘‘I have known this.” For such a notion implies a 
relation between the knower and the known; and, if the knower 
and the known were grasped in knowledge at two different points 
of time, there is nothing which could unite them together in the 
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same act of knowledge. It is also wrong to maintain that the self 
is manifested only as the upholder of ideas; for the self is mani- 
fested in the knowing operation itself. So, since the self cannot be 
regarded as being either the upholder or cognizer of ideas or their 
object, there is but one way in which it can be considered as self- 
manifesting or self-revealing (sva-prakāsa). The immediacy of the 
self is thus its self-revealing and self-manifesting nature. The 
existence of self is thus proved by the self-Iuminous nature of the 
self. The self is the cognizer of the objects only in the sense that 
under certain conditions of the operation of the mind there is the 
mind-object contact through a particular sense, and, as the result 
thereof, these objects appear in consciousness by a strange illusion ; 
so also ideas of the mind, concepts, volitions and emotions appear 
in consciousness and themselves appear as conscious states, as if 
consciousness was their natural and normal character, though in 
reality they are only illusorily imposed upon the consciousness— 
the self-luminous self. 

Anandabodha Bhattarakacarya, from whom Vidyaranya often 
borrows his arguments, says that the self-luminosity of the self has 
to be admitted, because it cannot be determined as being mani- 
fested by anything else. The self cannot be regarded as being 
perceived by a mental perception (manasa pratyaksa); for that 
would involve the supposition that the self is the object of its 
own operation; for cognition is at any rate a function of the self. 
The functions of cognition belonging to the self cannot affect the 
self itself!. The Vedanta has also to fight against the Prabhakara 
view which regards cognition as manifesting the object and the 
self along with itself, as against its own view that it is the self 
which is identical with knowledge and which is self-manifesting. 
Anandabodha thus objects to the Prabhakara view, that it is the 
object-cognition which expresses both the self and the not-self, 
and holds that the self cannot be regarded as an object of awareness. 
Anandabodha points out that it may be enunciated as a universal 
Proposition that what is manifested by cognition must necessarily 
be an object of cognition, and that therefore, if the self is not an 
object of cognition, it is not manifested by cognition?. Therefore 
the self or the cognizer is not manifested by cognition; for, like 


1 tathā sati svādhāra-vijūāna-vrtti-vyāpyatvād ütmanah karmatve svātmani 
vriti-virodhād iti brümah. Nyaya-makaranda, p. 131. 
* Ibid. pp. 134-135. 
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cognition, it is self-manifested and immediate without being an 
object of cognition!, 

The self-Iuminosity of cognition is argued by Ānandabodha. 
He says that, if it is held that cognition does not manifest itself, 
though it manifests its objects, it may be replied that, if it were so, 
then at the time when an object is cognized the cognizer would have 
doubted if hé had any cognition at the time or not. If anyone is 
asked whether he has seen a certain person or not, he is sure about 
his own knowledge that he has seen him and never doubts it. It is 
therefore certain that, when an object is revealed by any cognition, 
the cognition is itself revealed as well. If it is argued that such a 
cognition is revealed by some other cognition, then it might require 
some other cognition and that another and so on ad infinitum ; 
and thus there is a vicious infinite. Nor can it be held that there 
is some other mental cognition (occurring either simultaneously 
with the awareness of the object or at a later moment) by which 
the awareness of the awareness of the object is further cognized. 
For from the same mind-contact there cannot be two different 
awarenesses of the type discussed. If at a later moment, then, there 
is mind-activity, cessation of one mind-contact, and again another 
mind-activity and the rise of another mind-contact, that would 
imply many intervening moments, and thus the cognition which is 
supposed to cognize an awareness of an object would take place at 
a much later moment, when the awareness which it has to reveal is 
already passed. It has therefore to be admitted that cognition is itself 
self-luminous and that, while manifesting other objects, it manifests 
itself also. The objection raisedisthatthe self orthe cognition cannot 
affect itself by its own functioning (vrtti); the reply is that cognition 
is like light and has no intervening operation by which it affects 
itself or its objects. Just as light removes darkness, helps the 
operation of the eye and illuminates the object and manifests itself 
all in one moment without any intervening operation of any other 
light, so cognition also in one flash manifests itself and its objects, 
and there is no functioning of it by which it has to affect itself. 
This cognition cannot be described as being mere momentary 
flashes, on the ground that, when there is the blue awareness, there 
is not the yellow awareness; for apart from the blue awareness, the 


1 samvedità na samvid-adhina-prakasah saņvit-karmatām antarena aparok- 
satvāt samvedanavat, Nyāya-makaranda, P- 135. This argument is borrowed 
verbatim by Vidyāraņya in his Vivarana-prameya-samgraha, p. 85. 
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yellow awareness or the white awareness there is also the natural 
basic awareness or consciousness, which cannot be denied. It 
would be wrong to say that there are only the particular aware- 
nesses which appear and vanish from moment to moment; for, had 
there been only a series of particular awarenesses, then there would 
be nothing by which their differences could be realized. Each 
awareness in the series would be of a particular and definite char- 
acter, and, as it passed away, would give place to another, and that 
again to another, so that there would be no way of distinguishing 
one awareness from another; for according to the theory under 
discussion there is no consciousness except the passing awarenesses, 
and thus there would be no way by which their differences 
could be noticed; for, even though the object of awareness, 
such as blue and yellow, differed amongst themselves, that would 
fail to explain how the difference of a blue awareness and a yellow 
awareness could be apprehended. So the best would be to admit 
the self to be of the nature of pure consciousness. 

It will appear from the above discussion that the Vedānta had 
to refute three opponents in establishing its doctrine that the self 
is of the nature of pure consciousness and that it is permanent 
and not momentary. The first opponent was the Buddhist, who 
believed neither in the existence of the self norin the nature of any 
pure permanent consciousness. The Buddhist objection that there 
was no permanent self could be well warded off by the Vedānta 
by appealing to the verdict of our notion of self-identity—which 
could not be explained on the Buddhist method by the supposition 
of two separate notions of a past “that self" and the present 
“I am." Nor can consciousness be regarded as being nothing 
more than a series of passing ideas or particular awarenesses; for 
on such a theory it would be impossible to explain how we can 
react upon our mental states and note their differences. Conscious- 
ness has thus to be admitted as permanent. Against the second 
opponent, the Naiyāyika, the Vedānta urges that the self is not 
the inferred object to which awarenesses, volitions or feelings 
belong, but is directly and immediately intuited. For, had it 
not been so, how could one distinguish his own experiences as his 
own and as different from those of others? The internalness of 
my own experiences shows that they are directly intuited as my 
own, and not merely supposed as belonging to some self who was 
the possessor of his experiences. For inference cannot reveal the 
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internalness of any cognition or feeling. Againstthethird opponent, 
the Mīmāmsaka, the Vedānta urges that the self-revealing character 
belongs to the self which is identical with thought—as against 
the Mīmāmsā view, that thought as a self-revealing entity revealed 
the self and the objects as different from it. The identity of 
the self and thought and the self-revealing character of it are also 
urged; and it is shown by a variety of dialectical reasoning that 
such a supposition is the only reasonable alternative that is left 
to us. 

'This self as pure consciousness is absolutely impersonal, un- 
limited and infinite. In order to make it possible that this one self 
should appear as many individuals and as God, it is supposed that 
it manifests itself differently through the veil of maya. Thus, 
according to the Siddhanta-lega, it is said in the Prakatartha- 
vivarana that, when this pure consciousness is reflected through the 
beginningless, indescribable maya, it is called Ivara or God. But, 
when it is reflected through the limited parts of maya containing 
powers of veiling and of diverse creation (called avidyā), there 
are the manifestations of individual souls or jīvas. It is again said 
in the Tattva-viveka of Nrsimhāsrama that, when this pure con- 
sciousness is reflected through the pure sattva qualities, as domi- 
nating over other impure parts of prakrti, there is the manifestation 
of God. Whereas, when the pure consciousness is reflected through 
the impure parts of rajas and tamas, as dominating over the sattva 
part of prakrti (called also avidyā), there are the manifestations 
of the individual selves or jīvas. The same prakrti in its two aspects, 
as predominating in sattva and as predominating in rajas and 
tamas, goes by the name of maya and avidya and forms the con- 
ditioning factors (upādhi) of the pure consciousness, which on 
account of the different characters of the conditioning factors of 
māyā and avidyā appear as the omniscient God and the ignorant 
individual souls. Sarvajiiatma Muni thinks that, when the pure 
consciousness is reflected through avidya, it is called Igvara, and, 
when it is reflected through mind (antahkaraņa), it às called jīva. 

These various methods of accounting for the origin of indi- 
vidual selves and God have but little philosophical significance. 
But they go to show that the principal interest of the Vedānta lies 
in establishing the supreme reality of a transcendental principle of 
pure consciousness, which, though always untouched and un- 
attached in its own nature, is yet the underlying principle which 
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can explain all the facts of the enlivening and enlightening of all 
our conscious experiences. All that is limited, be it an individual 
self or an individual object of awareness, is in some sense or other 
an illusory imposition of the modification of a non-conscious 
principle on the principle of consciousness. The Vedānta is both 
unwilling and incapable of explaining the nature of the world- 
process in all its details, in which philosophy and science are 
equally interested. Its only interest is to prove that the world- 
process presupposes the existence of a principle of pure conscious- 
ness which is absolutely and ultimately real, as it is immediate 
and intuitive. Reality means what is not determined by anything 
else; and in this sense pure consciousness is the only reality—and 
all else is indescribable—neither real nor unreal; and the Vedānta 
is not interested to discover what may be its nature. 


Vedāntic Cosmology. 


From what has been said above it is evident that maya 
(also called avidyā or ajāna) is in itself an indefinable 
mysterious stuff, which has not merely a psychological existence, 
but also an ontological existence as well. It is this ajñāna which 
on the one hand forms on the subjective plane the mind and the 
senses (the self alone being Brahman and ultimately real), and on 
the other hand, on the objective plane, the whole of the objective 
universe. This ajūāna has two powers, the power of veiling or 
covering (āvaraņa) and the power of creation (viksepa). The power 
of veiling, though small, like a little cloud veiling the sun with a 
diameter of millions of miles, may, in spite of its limited nature, 
cover up the infinite, unchangeable self by veiling its self-luminosity 
as cognizer. The veiling of the self means veiling the shining 
unchangeable self-perception of the self, as infinite, eternal and 
limitless, pure consciousness, which as an effect of such veiling 
appears as limited, bound to sense-cognitions and sense-enjoy- 
ments and functioning as individual selves*. It is through this 
covering power of ajüana that the self appears as an agent and an 
enjoyer of pleasures and pains and subject to ignorant fears of 
rebirth, like the illusory perception of a piece of rope in darkness as 
a snake. Just as through the creative power of ignorance a piece of 

1 vastuto 'jtānasyātmāchādakatvābhāve "pi pramāty-buddhimātrāchādakatvena 
ajitānasyātmāchādakatvam upacārād ucyate. Subodhinī on Vedānta-sāra, p. 13, 
Nirņaya-Sāgara Press, Bombay, 1916. 
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rope, the real nature of which is hidden from view, appears as a 
snake, so does ignorance by its creative power create on the hidden 
self the manifold world-appearance. As the ajñāna is supposed to 
veil by its veiling power (avarana-sakti) only the self-cognizing 
and self-revealing aspect of the self, the other aspect of the self as 
pure being is left open as the basis on which the entire world- 
appearance is created by the creative power thereof. The pure 
consciousness, veiled as it is by ajñāna with its two powers, can 
be regarded as an important causal agent (nimitta), when its nature 
as pure consciousness forming the basis of the creation of the world- 
appearance is emphasized ; it can be regarded as the material cause, 
when the emphasis is put on its covering part, the ajziána. It is 
like a spider, which, so far as it weaves its web, can be regarded as 
a causal agent, and, so far as it supplies from its own body the 
materials of the web, can be regarded as the material cause of the 
web, when its body aspect is emphasized. The creative powers 
(viksepa-sakti) of ajīāna are characterized as being threefold, after 
the manner of Sāmkhya prakrti, as sattva, rajas and tamas. With 
the pure consciousness as the basis and with the associated creative 
power of ajñāna predominating in tamas, space (ākāša) is first 
produced ; from ākāša comes air, from air fire, from fire water, from 
water earth. It is these elements in their fine and uncompounded 
state that in the Sāmkhya and the Purāņas are called tan-mātras. 
It is out of these that the grosser materials are evolved as also the 
subtle bodies!. The subtle bodies are made up of seventeen parts, 


batīcī-karaņa. The parict-karana theory holds that the five subtle elements are 
divided firstly into two halves, and then one of the two halves of these five 
elements is divided again into four Parts, and then the first half of each subtle 
element is combined with the one-fourth of each half of all the other elements 
excepting the element of which there is the full half as a constituent. Thus each 
element is made up of one-half of itself, and the other half of it is constituted of 
the one-fourth of each of the other elements (i.e. one-eighth of each of the 
other four elements), and thus each element has at least some part of other 
elements integrated into it. This view is supported by the Vedānta-paribhāsā 
and its Sikkāmaņi commentary, p. 363. 
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excluding the subtle elements, and are called sūksma-šarīra or 
lihga-šarīra. This subtle body is composed of the five cognitive 
senses, the five conative senses, the five vayus or biomotor activities, 
buddhi (intellect) and manas, together with the five subtle elements 
in tanmātric forms. The five cognitive senses, the auditory, tactile, 
visual, gustatory and olfactory senses, are derived from the sattva 
parts of the five elements, akaía, vayu, agni, ap and prthivi 
respectively. Buddhi, or intellect, means the mental state of 
determination or affirmation (miscayatmika antahkarana-vrtti). 
Manas means the two mental functions of vikalpa and sankalpa 
or of sartkalpa alone resulting in doubt'. The function of mind 
(citta) and the function of egoism (akamkāra) are included in 
buddhi and manas*. They are all produced from the sattva 
parts of the five elements and are therefore elemental. Though 
they are elemental, yet, since they are produced from the 
compounded sattva parts of all the elements, they have the re- 
vealing function displayed in their cognitive operations. Buddhi 
with the cognitive senses is called the sheath of knowledge 
(vijfiánamaya-koga). Manas with the cognitive senses is called the 
sheath of manas (manomaya-koga). It is the self as associated with 
the vijfiánamaya-kosa that feels itself as the agent, enjoyer, happy 
or unhappy, the individual self (jiva) that passes through worldly 
experience and rebirth. The conative senses are produced from 
the rajas parts of the five elements. The five vāyus or biomotor 
activities are called Prana or the breathing activity, Udāna or the 
upward activity and Samāna or the digestive activity. There are 
some who add another five vāyus such as the Naga, the vomiting 
Apāna troyānes activity, Kūrma, the reflex activity of opening the 
eyelids, Krkala, the activity of coughing, Devadatta, the activity of 
yawning, and Dhanafijaya, the nourishing activity. These prāņas 

1 The Vedānta-sāra speaks of sartkalpa and vikalpa, and this is explained 
by the Subodhinī as meaning doubt. See Vedānta-sāra and Subodhini, p. 17. The 
Vedānta-paribhāsā and its commentators speak of sarikalpa as being the only 
unction of manas, but it means “doubt.” See pp. 88-89 and 358. 

2 smaraņākāķa-vrttimad antahkaranam cittam (Vedānta-paribhāsā-Maņi= 
prabhā, p. 89). anayor eva cittāhamkārayor antarbhāvaļ (Vedānta-sāra, p. 17). 
But the Vedānta-paribhāsā says that manas, buddhi, ahamkāra and citta, all four, 
constitute the inner organ (antahkarana). See Vedānta-paribhāā, p. 88. The 
Vedānta-sāra however does not count four functions buddhi, manas, citta, 
ahamkāra; citta and ahamkāra are regarded as the same as buddhi and manas. 
Thus according to the Vedānta-sāra there are only two categories. But since 


the Vedānta-paribhāsā only mentions buddhi and manas as constituents of the 
subtle body, one need not think that there is ultimately any difference between 


it and the Vedānta-sāra. 
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together with the cognitive senses form the active sheath of prana 
(pranamaya-kosa). Of these three sheaths, the vijfianamaya, mano- 
maya and pranamaya, the vijnanamaya sheath plays the part of the 
active agent (kartr-rūpah); the manomaya is the source of all desires 
and volition, and is therefore regarded as having an instrumental 
function; the pranamaya sheath represents the motor functions, 
These three sheaths make up together the subtle body or the 
sūksma-šarīra. Hiraņyagarbha (also called Sūtrātmā or prāņa) is 
the god who presides over the combined subtle bodies of all living 
beings. Individually each subtle body is supposed to belong to 
every being. These three sheaths, involving as they do all the sub- 
conscious impressions from which our conscious experience is de- 
rived, are therefore called a dream (jāgrad-vāsanāmayatvāt svapna). 

The process of the formation of the gross elements from the 
subtle parts of the elements is technically called parīcīkaraņa. It 
consists in a compounding of the elements in which one half of 
each rudimentary element is mixed with the eighth part of each 
other rudimentary element. It is through such a process of com- 
pounding that each element possesses some of the properties of 
the other elements. The entire universe consists of seven upper 
worlds (Bhuh, Bhuvah, Svar, Mahar, Janah, Tapah and Satyam), 
seven lower worlds (Atala, Vitala, Sutala, Rasātala, Talātala, 
Mahātala and Pātāla) and all the gross bodies of all living beings. 
There is a cosmic deity who presides over the combined 
Physical bodies of all beings, and this deity is called Virāt. There 
is also the person, the individual who presides over each one of 
the bodies, and, in this aspect, the individual is called Vigva. 

The ajñāna as constituting antahkaraņa or mind, involving the 
operative functions of buddhi and manas, is always associated 
with the self; it is by the difference of these antahkaranas that one 
self appears as many individual selves, and it is through the states 
of these antahkaraņas that the veil over the self and the objects 
are removed, and as a result of this there is the cognition of objects. 
The antahkarana is situated within the body, which,it thoroughly 
pervades. It is made up of the sattva parts of the five rudimentary 
elements, and, being extremely transparent, comes into touch with 
the sense objects through the specific senses and assumes their 
forms. It being a material stuff, there is one part inside the body, 
another part in touch with the sense-objects, and a third part 
between the two and connected with them both as one whole. 
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The interior part of the antahkarana is the ego or the agent. The 
intervening part has the action of knowledge, called also vrtti-jnana. 
The third part, which at the time of cognition is transformed into 
the form of the sense-objects, has the function of making them 
manifested in knowledge as its objects. The antahkarana of three 
parts being transparent, pure consciousness can well be manifested 
in it. Though pure consciousness is one, yet it manifests the three 
different parts of the antahkarana in three different ways, as the 
cognizer (pramātr), cognitive operation (pramana) and the cogni- 
tion, or the percept (pramiti). In each of the three cases the 
reality is the part of the pure consciousness, as it expresses itself 
through the three different modifications of the antahkarana. The 
sense-objects in themselves are but the veiled pure consciousness, 
brahman, as forming their substance. The difference between the 
individual consciousness (jiva-caitanya) and the brahman-con- 
sciousness (brahma-caitanya) is that the former represents pure 
consciousness, as conditioned by or as reflected through the antah- 
karana, while the latter is the unentangled infinite consciousness, on 
the basis of which all the cosmic creations of maya are made. The 
covering of avidya, for the breaking of which the operation of the 
antahkarana is deemed necessary, is of two kinds, viz. subjective 
ignorance and objective ignorance. When I say that I do not know 
a book, that implies subjective ignorance as signified by “I do not 
know," and objective ignorance as referring to the book. The 
removal of the first is a precondition of all kinds of knowledge, 
perceptual or inferential, while the second is removed only in 
perceptual knowledge. It is diverse in kind according to the form 
and content of the sense-objects; and each perceptual cognition 
removes only one specific ignorance, through which the particular 
cognition arises!. 


Sankara and his School. 


It is difficult to say exactly how many books were written by 
Sankara himself. There is little doubt that quite a number of 
books attributed to Sankara were not written by him. I give 
here a list of those books that seem to me to be his genuine 
works, though it is extremely difficult to be absolutely certain. 

1 See Madhusūdana Sarasvati's Siddhanta-bindu, BP. 132-150; and Brah- 


mānanda Sarasvati’s Nydya-ratnavali, pp. 132-150, Srividya Press, Kumba- 
konam, 1893. 
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I have chosen only those works which have been commented on 
by other writers, since this shows that these have the strength 
of tradition behind them to support their authenticity. The most 
important works of Šankara are his commentaries on the ten 
Upanisads, Īsā, Kena, Katha, Prasna, Mundaka, Māņdūkya, 
Aitareya, Taittiriya, Chāndogya and Brhad-āraņyaka and the 
Sariraka-mimamsa-bhasya. The main reasons why a number of 
works which probably were not written by him were attributed 
to him seem to be twofold; first, because there was another writer 
of the same name, i.e. Sankaracarya, and second, the tendency of 
Indian writers to increase the dignity of later works by attributing 
them to great writers of the past. The attribution of all the 
Puranas to Vyasa illustrates this very clearly, Sankara’s Isopanisad- 
bhāsya has one commentary by Anandajfiana and another, Dipika, 
by the other Sankara Ācārya. His Kenopanisad-bhāsya has two 
commentaries, Kenopanisad-bhāsya-vivaraņa and a commentary by 
Anandajfiana. The Kāthakopanisad-bhāsya has two commentaries, 
by Ānandajišāna and by Bālagopāla Yogīndra. The Prašnopanisad- 
bhāsya has two commentaries, by Ānandajišāna and N ārāyaņendra 
Sarasvatī. The Muņdakopanisad-bhāsya has two commentaries, 
by Anandajüana and Abhinavanārāyaņendra Sarasvati. The 
Māņdūkyopanisad-bhāsya has two commentaries, by Anandajfiana 
and Mathurānātha Sukla, and a summary, called Māndūkyopanisad- 
bhāsyārtha-samgraha, by Rāghavānanda. The Aitareyopanisad- 
bhāsya has six commentaries, by Anandajiiana, Abhinavanārāyaņa, 
Nrsimha Ācārya, Bālakrsņadāsa, Jüanàmrta Yati, and Visveávara 
Tirtha. The Taittiriyopanisad-bhasya seems to have only one 
commentary on it, by Anandajfiana. The Chandogyopanisad has two 
commentaries, called Bhasya-tippana, and a commentary by Anan- 
dajīāna. The Brhad-āraņyakopanisad-bhāsya has a commentary 
by Anandajfiana and a big independent work on it by Surešvara, 
called Brhad-āraņyakopanisad-bhāsya-vārttika, or simply Vārttika, 
which has also a number of commentaries ; these have been noticed 
in thesection on Surešvara. His Aparoksanubhava hasfour commen- 
taries, by Sankara Ācārya,by Bālagopāla, by Caņdešvara Varman 
(Anubhava-dīpikā), and by Vidyāraņya. His commentary on Gauda- 
pada’s Māņdūkya-kārikā, called Gaudapādīya-bhāsya or Agama- 
Sastra-vivarana, has two commentaries, one by Suddhananda and 
one by Anandajfiana. His Aima-jūānopadeša has two commentaries, 
by Anandajfiana and by Pūrņānanda Tirtha; the Eka-sloha has a 
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commentary called Tattva-dipana, by Svayamprakāša Yati ; no com- 
mentary however is attributed to the Viveka-cüdamani, which seems 
to be genuinely attributed to Sankara; the Ātma-bodha has at least 
five commentaries, by Advayānanda, Bhāsurānanda, Bodhendra 
(Bhava-prakasika), Madhusūdana Sarasvatiand RamanandaTirtha E 
The Atmanatma-viveka has at least four commentaries, by Padma- 
pāda, Pūrņānanda Tīrtha, Sāyaņa and Svayamprakāša Yati. The 
Atmopadesa-vidhi is said to have a commentary by Ānanda- 
jñāna; the Ananda-lahari has about twenty-four commentaries, by 
Appaya Diksita, Kavirāja, Krsņa Ācārya (Manīju-bhāsiņī), Kešava- 
bhatta, Kaivalyāšrama (Saubhāgya-vardhinī), Gaūgāharī (Tattva- 
dīpikā), Gaūgādhara, Gopīrāma, Gopīkānta Sārvabhauma (Ananda- 
laharī-tarī), Jagadisa?, Jagannātha Paficanana, N arasimha, Brahmā- 
nanda (Bhavartha-dipika), Malla Bhatta, Mahādeva Vidyāvagīša, 
Mahādeva Vaidya, Rāmacandra, Rāmabhadra, Ramānanda Tīrtha, 
Laksmīdhara Desika and Višvambhara and Srikantha Bhatta and 
another called Vidvan-manorama. The Upadeša-sāhasrī has at 
least four commentaries, by Anandajiiana, by Rama Tirtha (Pada- 
yojanika), Bodha-vidhi by a pupil of Vidyādhāman, and by Sankara- 
carya. His Cid-ānanda-stava-rāja, called also Cid-ananda-dasasloki 
or simply Dasa-sloki, has also a number of commentaries and sub- 
commentaries, such as the Siddhanta-tattva-bindu by Madhusū- 
dana Sarasvati; Madhusūdana's commentary was commented on 
by a number of persons, such as Narayana Yati (Laghu-tika), 
Purusottama Sarasvati (Siddhanta-bindu-sandipana), Pūrņānanda 
Sarasvatī (Tattva-viveka), Gauda Brahmānanda Sarasvati (Sid- 
dhānta-bindu-nyāya-ratnāvali), by Saccidananda and Sivalala Sar- 
man. Gauda Brahmananda’s commentary, Siddhanta-bindu-nyaya- 
ratnāvalī, was further commented on by Krsņakānta (Siddhanta- 
nyāya-ratna-pradīpikā). Sankara’s Drg-dršya-prakaraņa was com- 
mented on by Rāmacandra Tīrtha; his Paficikarana-prakriya has 
again a number of commentaries—that by Sureávara is Pafici- 
karaņa-vārttika, and this has a further commentary, called Pafici- 
karaņa-vārttikābharaņa, by Abhinavanārāyaņendra Sarasvati, pupil 
of Jūānendra Sarasvatī. Other commentaries on the Paticīkaraņa- 
prakriyā are  Pafcikarana-bhava-prakasika, Paītcīkaraņa-tīkā- 
tattva-candrika, Paficikarana-tatparya-candrika and Paficikarana- 
vivarana by Anandajüana, Pafictkarana-vivarana by Svayam- 
prakasa Yati and by Prajfianananda, and a sub-commentary called 
Tattva-candrikā. Sankara also commented on the Bhagavad- 
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gita; this commentary has been examined in the chapter on the 
Bhagavad-gita in the present volume. His Laghu-vākya-vrtti 
has a commentary called Puspārījali, and another, called Laghu- 
vākya-vrtti-prakāšikā, by Rāmānanda Sarasvatī; his Vākya-vrtti 
has a commentary by Ānandajīāna, and another commentary, 
called Vakya-vrtti-prakasika, by Vi$vesvara Pandita. He starts his 
Vakya-vrtti in the same manner as Iévarakrsna starts his Samkhya- 
kārikā, namely by stating that, suffering from the threefold sorrows 
of life, the pupil approaches a good teacher for instruction regarding 
the ways in which he may be liberated from them. Suresvara in his 
Naiskarmya-siddhi also starts in the same manner and thus gives 
a practical turn to the study of philosophy, a procedure which one 
does not find in his Brahma-sūtra-bhāsya. The answer, of course, is 
the same as that given in so many other places, that one is liberated 
only by the proper realization of the Upanisad texts that declare 
the unity of the self with Brahman. He then goes on to show that 
all external things and all that is called mind or mental or psychical 
is extraneous to self, which is of the nature of pure consciousness ; 
he also declares here that the effects of one's deeds are disposed 
by God (Īsvara), the superior illusory form of Brahman, and not 
by the mysterious power of apürva admitted by the Mimàmsists. 
He concludes this short work of fifty-three verses by insisting on the 
fact that, though the unity texts (advaita-sruti) of the Upanisads, 
such as “that (Brahman) art thou,” may have a verbal construction 
that implies some kind of duality, yet their main force is in the direct 
and immediate apperception of the pure self without any intel- 
lectual process as implied by relations of identity. The Vākya-ortti 
is thus conceived differently from the Aparoksānubhūti, where yoga 
processes of posture and breath-regulations are described, as being 
helpful for the realization of the true nature of self. This may, of 
course, give rise to some doubts regarding the true authorship of 
the Aparoksānubhūti, though it may be explained as being due to 
the different stages of the development of Sankara’s own mind; 
divergences of attitude are also noticeable in his thoroughgoing 
idealism in his commentary on Gaudapāda's Kārikā, where the 
waking life is regarded as being exactly the same as dream life, and 
external objects are deemed to have no existence whatsoever, 
being absolutely like dream-perceptions—as contrasted with his 
Sariraka-mimamsa-bhasya, where external objects are considered 
to have an indescribable existence, very different from dream- 
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creations. The Upadeša-sāhasrī, which in its nineteen chapters 
contains only six hundred and seventy-five stanzas, is more in a line 
with the Vakya-vrtti, and, though the well-known Vedānta topics 
are all slightly touched upon, greater emphasis is laid on the proper 
realization of the Vedāntic unity texts, such as “that art thou,” as 
means to the attainment of Brahmahood. There are also a number 
of short poems and hymns attributed to Sankarācārya, such as the 
Advaitānubhūti, Atma-bodha, Tattvopadeša, Praudhanubküti, etc., 
some of which are undoubtedly his, while there are many others 
which may not be so; but in the absence of further evidence 
it is difficult to come to any decisive conclusion!. These hymns 
do not contain any additional philosophical materials, but are 
intended to stir up a religious fervour and emotion in favour 
of the monistic faith. In some cases, however, the commentators 
have found an excuse for extracting from them Vedāntic doctrines 
which cannot be said to follow directly from them. As an illustra- 
tion of this, it may be pointed out that out of the ten ślokas of 
Šankara Madhusüdana made a big commentary, and Brahmānanda 
Sarasvati wrote another big commentary on that of Madhusūdana 
and elaborated many of the complex doctrines of the Vedānta 
which have but little direct bearing upon the verses themselves. 
But Sankara’s most important work is the Brahma-sūtra-bhāsya, 
which was commented on by Vācaspati Mišra in the ninth century, 
Ānandajūāna in the thirteenth, and Govindānanda in the four- 
teenth century. Commentaries on Vacaspati’s commentary will be 
noticed in the section on Vacaspati Misra. Subrahmanya wrote a 
verse summary of Sankara’s commentary which he calls Bhasyartha- 
nyāya-mālā; and Bharati Tirtha wrote also the Vaiyāsika-nyāya- 
mala, in which he tried to deal with the general arguments of 
the Brahma-sütra on the lines of Sankara’s commentary. Many 
other persons, such as Vaidyanatha Diksita, Devarama Bhatta, etc., 
also wrote topical summaries of the main lines of the general 
arguments of the Brahma-sütra on the lines of Sankara’s com- 
mentary, called, Vyāya-mālā or Adhikaraņa-mālā. But many other 
persons were inspired by Sankara’s commentary (or by the com- 
mentaries of Vācaspati Migra and other great writers of the Sankara 
school) and under the name of independent commentaries on the 
Brahma-sūtra merely repeated what was contained in these. Thus 

* The Atma-bodha was commented upon by Padmapāda in his commentary 
Atma-bodha-vyakhyana, called also Vedānta-sāra. 
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Amalānanda wrote his Sastra-darpana imitating the main lines of 
Vacaspati’s commentary on Sankara’s commentary; and Svayam- 
prakāša also wrote his Vedanta-naya-bhisana, in which for the most 
part he summarized the views of Vacaspati’s Bhamati commentary. 
Hari Diksita wrote his Brahma-sūtra-vrtti, Sankarananda his 
Brahma-sūtra-dīpikā and Brahmānanda his Vedānta-sūtra-muktā- 
vali as independent interpretations of the Brahma-siitra, but these 
were all written mainly on the lines of Sankara’s own commentary, 
supplementing it with additional Vedantic ideas that had been 
developed after Sankara by the philosophers of his school of 
thought or explaining Sankara's Bhāsya!. 


Mandana, Suregvara and Višvarūpa. 


General tradition has always identified Mandana with Suregvara 
and Viévarüpa; and Col. G. A. Jacob in his introduction to the 
second edition of the Naiskarmya-siddhi seems willing to believe 
this tradition. The tradition probably started from Vidyaranya’s 
Sankara-dig-vijaya, where Mandana is spoken of as being named 
not only Umbeka, but also Visvarüpa (virt. 63). He further says 
in X. 4 of the same work that, when Mandana became a follower 
of Sankara, he received from him the name Suresvara. But the 
Sankara-dig-vijaya is a mythical biography, and it is certainly very 
risky to believe any of its statements, unless corroborated by 
other reliable evidences. There is little doubt that Sure$vara was 


1 Some of these commentaries are: Brahma-sūtra-bhāsyārtha-samgraha by 
Brahmānanda Yati, pupil of Visvesvarananda, Brahma-sitrartha-dipika by 
Venkata, son of Gauri and Siva, Brahma-sütra-vrtti (called also Mitaksara) 
by Annam Bhatta, and Brahma-sūtra-bhāsya-vyākhyā (called also Vidyā-srī) by 
Jūānottama Bhattaraka, pupil of Jianaghana. The peculiarity of this last work 
is that it is the only commentary on the eka-jīva-vāda line that the present writer 
could trace. In addition to these some more commentaries may be mentioned, 
such as Brahma-sūtra-vrtti by Dharma Bhatta, pupil of Ramacandrarya and 
pupil's pupil of Mukundāšrama, Sūtra-bkāsya-vyākhyāna (called also Brahma- 
vidyā-bharaņa) by Advaitānanda, pupil of Ramananda and pupil’s pupil of 
Brahmānanda, Brakma-sūtra-bhāsya-uyākhyā (called also Nyāya-raksā-mani) by 
Appaya Diksita, Brakma-tattva-prakāšikā (which is different from an earlier 
treatise called Brahma-prakasika) by Sadàsivendra Sarasvati, Brahma-sütro- 
panyāsa by Rāmešvara Bhāratī, by a pupil of Rāmānanda, Sariraka-mimamsa- 
sūtra-siddhānta-kaumudī by Subrahmanya Agnicin Makhindra, Vedānta-kaustu- 
bha by Sītārāma; none of which seem to be earlier than the sixteenth century. 
But Ananyānubhava, the teacher of Prakāšātman (a.D. 1200), seems to have 
written another commentary, called Sārīraka-nyāya-maņimālā. Prakāšātman 
himself also wrote a metrical summary of the main contents of Sankara's Bhāsya 
called Sārīraka-mīmāmsā-nyāya-samgraha, and Krsnanubhiti, in much later 
times, wrote a similar metrical summary, called Sārīraka-mīmāmsā-samgraha. 
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the author of a Varttika, or commentary in verse, on Sankara 
Brhad-āraņyaka Upanisad (which was also summarized by Vidyā- 
ranya in a work called Vārttika-sāra, which latter was further 
commented on by Mahesvara Tīrtha in his commentary, called the 
Laghu-samgraha). The Vārttika of Sure$vara was commented on 
by at least two commentators, Anandagiri in his Sastra-prakasika 
and Ānandapūrņa in his Nyāya-kalpa-latikā. In a commentary 
on the Parāšara-smrti published in the Bib. Ind. series (p. 51) a 
quotation from this Vārttika is attributed to Visvarūpa; but this 
commentary is a late work, and in all probability it relied on 
Vidyāraņya's testimony that Višvarūpa and Suresvara were identi- 
cally the same person. Vidyāraņya also, in his Vivarana-prameya- 
samgraha, p. 92, quotes a passage from Suresvara’s Vārttika (1v. 8), 
attributing it to Vi$varüpa. But in another passage of the Vivarana- 
prameya-samgraha (p. 224) he refers to a Vedānta doctrine, attri- 
buting it to the author of the Brahma-siddhi. But the work has not 
yet been published, and its manuscripts are very scarce: the pre- 
sent writer had the good fortune to obtain one. A fairly detailed 
examination of the philosophy of this work will be given in 
a separate section. The Braluna-siddhi is an important work, and 
it-was commented on by Vācaspati in his Tattva-samīksā, by 
Ānandapūrņa in his Brahma-siddhi-vyakhya-ratna, by Šaūkhapāņi 
in his Brahma-siddhi-tika, and by Citsukha in his Abhipraya- 
prakāšikā. But only the latter two works are available in manu- 
scripts. Many important works however refer to the Brahma-siddhi 
and its views generally as coming from the author of Brahma-siddhi 
(Brahma-siddhi-kāra). But in none of these references, so far as 
it is known to the present writer, has the author of Brahma-siddhi 
been referred to as Surešvara. The Brahma-siddhi was written in 
verse and prose, since two quotations from it in Citsukha’s Tattva- 
pradīpikā (p. 381, Nirņaya-Sāgara Press) and Nyaya-kanikà (p. 80) 
are in verse, while there are other references, such as Tattva- 
pradipika (p. 140) and elsewhere, which are in prose. There is, 
however, little, doubt that the Brahma-siddhi was written by 
Mandana or Mandana Mišra; for both Sridhara in his Nyaya- 
kandali (p. 218) and Citsukha in his Tattva-pradipika (p. 140) refer 
to Mandana as the author of the Brahma-siddhi. Of these the evi- 
dence of Sridhara, who belonged to the middle of the tenth century, 
ought to be considered very reliable, as he lived within a hundred 
years of the death of Mandana; whoever Mandana may have been, 
6-2 
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since he lived after Sankara (a.D. 820), he could not have flourished 
very much earlier than the middle of the ninth century. It is, 
therefore, definitely known that the Naiskarmya-siddhi and the 
Vārttika were written by Surešvara, and the Brahma-siddhi by 
Mandana. The question regarding the identity of these two persons 
may be settled, if the views or opinions of the Brahma-siddhi can 
be compared or contrasted with the views of the Naiskarmya- 
siddhi or the Varttika. From the few quotations that can be 
traced in the writings of the various writers who refer to it it is 
possible to come to some fairly decisive conclusions!. 

Of all passages the most important is that quoted from the 
Brahma-siddhi in the Vivarana-prameya-samgraha (p. 224). It is said 
there that according to the author of the Brahma-siddhi it is the 
individual persons (jivah, in the plural) who by their own individual 
ignorance (svāvidyayā) create for themselves on the changeless 
Brahman the false world-appearance. Neither in itself, nor with 
the māyā, or as reflection in maya, is Brahman the cause of 
the world (Brahma na jagat-kāraņam). The appearances then are 
but creations of individual ignorance, and individual false ex- 
periences of the world have therefore no objective basis. The 
agreement of individual experiences is due to similarity of illu- 
sions in different persons who are suffering under the delusive 
effects of the same kinds of ignorance; this may thus be compared 
with the delusive experience of two moons by anumber of persons. 
Not all persons experience the same world; their delusive ex- 
periences are similar, but the objective basis of their experience 
is not the same (samvādas tu bahu-purusavagata-dvittya-candravat 
sādršyād upapadyate). If this account is correct, as may well be 
supposed, then Mandana Misra may be regarded as the originator 
of the Vedāntic doctrine of drsti-srsti-vāda, which was in later times 
so forcefully formulated by Prakasananda. Again, in Prakāsātman's 
Patīca-pādikā-vivaraņa (p.32), it is held that according to the author 
of the Brahma-siddhi both maya and avidyā are nothing but false 
experiences (avidya maya mithyā-pratyaya iti). Abput the function 

* A copy of the manuscript of the Brahma-siddhi and its commentary was 
consulted by me in the Adyar and the Govt. Sanskrit MSS. Libraries after the 
above section had been written, and a thorough examination of its contents, 
I am happy to say, corroborates the above surmises. The Brahma-siddhi is 
expected to be shortly published by Prof. Kuppusvami Šāstrī, and I con- 
sulted the tarka-pada of it in proof by the kind courtesy of Prof. Sastri in 


Madras in December 1928. A separate section has been devoted to the 
philosophy of Mandana’s Brahma-siddhi. 
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of knowledge as removing doubts he is said to hold the view (as 
reported in the Ny@ya-kandali, p. 218) that doubt regarding the 
validity of what is known is removed by knowledge itself. In the 
Nyāya-kaņikā (p.80) it is said that Mandana held that reality mani- 
fests itself in unlimited conceptions of unity or universality, whereas 
differences appear only as a result of limited experience. Again, 
in the Laghu-candrika (p. 112, Kumbakonam edition) Mandana 
is introduced in the course of a discussion regarding the nature of 
the dispersion of ignorance and its relation to Brahma-knowledge 
or Brahmahood. According to Sankara, as interpreted by many of 
his followers, including Surešvara, the dissolution of ignorance 
(avidya-nivrtti) is not a negation, since negation as a separate cate- 
gory has no existence. So dissolution of ignorance means only Brah- 
man. But according to Mandana there is no harm in admitting the 
existence of such a negation as the cessation of ignorance; for the 
monism of Brahman means that there is only one positive entity. 
It has no reference to negations, i.e. the negation of duality only 
means the negation of all positive entities other than Brahman 
(bhavadvaita). The existence of such a negation as the cessation 
of ignorance does not hurt the monistic creed. Again, Sarvajiiatma 
Muni in his Samksepa-sariraka (1t. 174) says that ignorance (avidyā) 
is supported (afraya) in pure consciousness (cin-matrasrita-visayam 
ajūānam),and that, even where from thecontext of Sankara’s Bhāsya 
it may appear as if he was speaking of the individual person (jēva) 
as being the support of ajñāna, it has to be interpreted in this sense. 
Objections of Mandana, therefore, to such aview, viz. that ignorance 
rests with the individuals, are not to be given any consideration ; 
for Mandana’s views lead to quite different conclusions (parihrtya 
Mandana-vàcah tad dhy anyathā prasthitam)!. The commentator of 
the Samksepa-sariraka, Ramatirtha Svamin, also, in commenting on 
the passage referred to, contrasts the above view of Mandana with 
that of Suresvara, who according to him is referred to by an adjective 
bahu-šruta in the Samksepa-sariraka text, and who is reported to 
have been in agreement with the views of Sarvajfiatma Muni, as 
against the views of Mandana. Now many of these views which have 
been attributed to Mandana are not shared by Sureévara, as will 
appear from what will be said below concerning him. It does not 
therefore appear that Mandana Miéra and Surešvara were the same 


1 Mr Hiriyanna, in f.R.A.S. 1923, mentions this point as well as the point 
concerning avidyā-nivrtti in Mandana's view as admission of negation. 
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person. But, if Vidyaranya, who knows so much about the views 
of Mandana, had identified them in the Sankara-dig-vijaya, that 
might lead one to pause. Now Mr Hiriyanna seems to have removed 
this difficulty for us by his short note in f.R.4.S. 1924, where he 
points out that Vidyaranya in his Varttika-sara refers to the author 
of the Brahma-siddhi as a different authority from the author of 
the Vārttika, viz. Sure$vara. Now, if Vidyaranya, the author of the 
Varttika-sara, knew that Mandana, the author of the Brahma-siddhi j 
was not the same person as Surešvara, he could not have identified 
them in his Sankara-dig-vijaya. This naturally leads one to suspect 
that thé Vidyaranya who was the author of the Vivarana-prameya- 
samgraha and the Vārttika-sāra was not the same Vidyaranya 
as the author of Saükara-dig-vijaya. Another consideration also 
leads one to think that Vidyaranya (the author of the Vivarana- 
prameya-samgraha) could not have written the Sarikara-dig-vijaya. 
Ānandātman had two disciples, Anubhavānanda and Šankarā- 
nanda. Anubhavānanda had as his disciple Amalānanda, and 
Sankarananda had Vidyāraņya as his disciple. So Amalānanda 
may be taken as a contemporary of Vidyāraņya. Now Amalānanda 
had another teacher in Sukhaprakāša, who had Citsukha as his 
teacher. Thus Citsukha may be taken to be a contemporary of the 
grand teacher ( parama-guru), Anandatman, of Vidyāraņya. If this 
was the case, he could not have written in his Šarikara-dig-vijaya 
(xir. 5) that Citsukha, who lived several centuries after Padmapada, 
was a disciple of Padmapada. It may therefore be safely asserted 
that the author of the Šarikara-dig-vijaya was not the author of 
the Vivarana-prameya-samgraha. Now, if this is so, our reliance on 
the author of the Vivarana-prameya-samgraha cannot be considered 
to be risky and unsafe. But on p. 92 of the Vivarana-prameya- 
samgraha a passage from the Varttika of Surešvara (1v. 8) is 
attributed to Višvarūpa Acarya. It may therefore be concluded that 
Mandana, the author of the Brahma-siddhi, was not the same person 
as Surešvara, unless we suppose that Mandana was not only a 
Mīmāmsā writer, but also a Vedānta writer of great repute and 
that his conversion by Šankara meant only that he changed some 
of his Vedāntic views and accepted those of Sankara, and it was 
at this stage that he was called Suregvara. On this theory his 
Brahma-siddhi was probably written before his conversion to 
Sankara’s views. It seems likely that this theory may be correct, 
and that the author of the Vidhi-viveka was also the author of the 
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Brahma-siddhi; for the passage of the Brahma-siddhi quoted by 
Vācaspati in his Nyaya-kamika is quoted in a manner which 
suggests that in all probability the author of the Vidhi-viveka was 
also the author of the Brahma-siddhi. It may also be concluded 
that in all probability Visvarūpa was the same person as Surešvara, 
though on this subject no references of value are known to the 
present writer other than by the author of the Vivarana-prameya- 
samgraha. 


Mandána (a.D. 800). 


Mandana Mišra's Brahma-siddhi with the commentary of Šan- 
khapāņi is available in manuscript, and Mahāmahopādhyāya Kup- 
pusvami Sastri of Madras is expected soon to bring out a critical 
edition of this important work. Through the courtesy of Mahāma- 
hopādhyāya Kuppusvāmi Šāstrī the present writer had an oppor- 
tunity of going through the proofs of the Brahma-siddhi and through 
the courtesy of Mr C. Kunhan Raja, the Honorary Director 
of the Adyar Library, he was able also to utilize the manuscript 
of Šankhapāņi's commentaryl. The Brahma-siddhi is in four 
chapters, Brahma-kanda, Tarka-kanda, Niyoga-kanda, and Siddhi- 
kanda, in the form of verses (kārikā) and long annotations (ortti). 
That Mandana must have been a contemporary of Sankara is 
evident from the fact that, though he quotes some writers who 
flourished before Sankara, such as Sabara, Kumārila or Vyasa, the 
author of the Yoga-sūtra-bhāsya, and makes. profuse references to 
the Upanisad texts, he never refers to any writer who flourished 
after Šankara. Vācaspati also wrote a commentary, called Tattva- 
samīksā, on Mandana’s Brahma-siddhi; but unfortunately this 
text, so far as is known to the present writer, has not yet been 


1 Citsukha, the pupil of Jfianottama, also wrote a commentary on it, called 
Abhipraya-prakasika, almost the whole of which, except some portions at the 
beginning, is available in the Government Oriental Manuscript Library, R. 
No. 3853. Ānandapūrņa also wrote a commentary on the Brahma-siddhi, called 


Bhava-suddhi. ME o ( 
? Mandana's other works are Bhavand-viveka, Vidhi-viveka, Vibhrama-viveka 


and Sphota-siddhi. Of these the Vidhi-viveka was commented upon by Vācaspati 
Mišra in his Nyaya-kanika, and the Sphota-siddhi was commented upon by the 
son of Bhavadāsa, who had also written a commentary, called Tattva-vibhāvanā, 
on Vācaspati Misra's Tattva-bindu. The commentary on the Sphota-siddhi is 
called Gopālika. Mandana's Vibhrama-viveka is a small work devoted to the dis- 
cussion of the four theories of illusion (khyāti), ātma-khyāti, asat-khyāti, anyathā- 
khyāti and akhyāti. Up till now only his Bhavana-viveka and Vidhi-viveka have 
been published. 
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discovered. In the Brahma-kanda chapter Mandana discusses the 
nature of Brahman; in the Tarka-kāņda he tries to prove that 
we cannot perceive "difference" through perception and that 
therefore one should not think of interpreting the Upanisad texts 
on dualistic lines on the ground that perception reveals difference. 
In the third chapter, the Niyoga-kanda, he tries to refute the 
Mimamsa view that the Upanisad texts are to be interpreted in 
accordance with the Mimamsa principle of interpretation, that 
all Vedic texts command us to engage in some kind of action 
or to restrain ourselves from certain other kinds of action. This 
is by far the longest chapter of the book. The fourth chapter, 
the Siddhi-kanda, is the shortest: Mandana says here that the 
Upanisad texts show that the manifold world of appearance does 
not exist at all and that its apparent existence is due to the 
avidyā of jīva. 

In the Brahma-kanda the most important Vedāntic concepts 
are explained by Mandana according to his own view. He first 
introduces the problem of the subject (drastr) and the object 
(dršya) and says that it is only by abolishing the apparent duality 
of subject and object that the fact of experience can be explained. 
For, if there was any real duality of subject and object, that duality 
could not be bridged over and no relation between the two could 
be established; if, on the other hand, there is only the subject, 
then all things that are perceived can best be explained as being 
illusory creations imposed on self, the only reality. Proceeding 
further with the same argument, he says that attempts have been 
made to bring about this subject-object relation through the theory 
of the operation of an intermediary mind (antakkarana); but 
whatever may be the nature of this intermediary, the pure un- 
changeable intelligence, the self or the subject, could not change 
with its varying changes in accordance with its connection with 
different objects; if it is held that the self does not undergo any 
transformation or change, but there is only the appearance of a 
transformation through its reflection in the antahkayana, then it is 
plainly admitted that objects are not in reality perceived and that 
there is only an appearance of perception. If objects are not 
perceived in reality, it is wrong to think that they have a separate 

1 ekatva evāyam drastr-drsya-bhavo "vakalpate, drastur eva cid-ātmanaļ tathā 
tathā vipariņāmād vivartanad và; nānātve tu vivikta-svabhāvayor asamsrsta- 


paraspara-svarūpayor asambaddhayoh kīdršo drastr-drsya-bhāvah. Kuppusvami 
Sāstrī's edition of Brahma-siddhi, p. 7. (In the press.) 
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and independent existence from the self, Just as the very same 
man sees his own image in the mirror to be different from him and 
to exist outside of him as an object, so the same self appears as 
all the diverse objects outside of it. It is difficult to conceive how 
one could admit the existence of external objects outside the pure 
intelligence (cit); for in that case it would be impossible to relate 
the two?, 

According to Mandana avidyais called maya, or false appearance, 
because it is neither a characteristic (sva-bhava) of Brahman nor 
different from it, neither existent nor non-existent. If it was the 
characteristic of anything, then, whether one with that or different 
from it, it would be real and could not therefore be called avidyā; 
if it was absolutely non-existent, it would be like the lotus of 
the sky and would have no practical bearing in experience (na 
vyavahāra-bījam) such as avidyā has; it has thus to be admitted 
that avidyā is indescribable or unspeakable (anirvacanīyā)?. 

According to Mandana avidyā belongs to the individual souls 
(jīva). He admits that there is an inconsistency in such a view; 
but he thinks that, avidyā being itself an inconsistent category, 
there is no wonder that its relation with jiva should also be incon- 


1 ekāntahkaraņa-samkrāntāv asty eva sambandha iti cet, na, citeh fuddhatoad 
apariņāmād aprati-samkramāc ca; dršyā buddhih citi-sannidheš chāyaya vivartata iti 
ced atha keyam tac chāyatā? a-tad-ātmanah tad-avabhāsah; na tarhi paramārthato 
dríyam dršyate, paramārthatas ca dyšyamānam drastr-vyatiriktam asti iti dur- 
bhanam. Ibid. Saūkhapāņi in commenting on this discards the view that objects 
pass through the sense-channels and become superimposed on the antahkarana or 
durbhanam and thereby become related to the pure intelligence of the self and 
objectified: na tu sphatikopame cetasi indriya-praņālī-samkrāntānām arthānām 
tatraiva samkrāntena ātma-caitanyena sambaddhanam tad-dréyatvam ghatisyate. 
Adyar MS. p. 75. 

It may not be out of place to point out in this connection that the theory of 
Padmapāda, Prakāsātman, as developed later on by Dharmarājādhvarīndra, 
which held that the mind (antahkarana) becomes superimposed onexternal objects 
in perception, was in all probability borrowed from the Sāmkhya doctrine of 
cic-chāyāpatti in perception, which was somehow forced into Sankara’s loose 
epistemological doctrines and worked out as a systematic epistemological theory. 
The fact that Mandana discards this epistemological doctrine shows, on the 
one hand, that he did not admit it to be a right interpretation of Sankara and 
may, on the other hand, be regarded as a criticism of the contemporary inter- 
pretation of Padmapāda. But probably the reply of that school would be that, 
though they admitted extra-individual reality of objects, they did not admit the 
reality of objects outside of pure intelligence (cit). 7 - 

* tathà hi darpana-tala-stham ātmānam vibhaktam ivātmanaļ pratyeti; cites tu 
vibhaktam asamsrstam tayā cetyata iti dur-avagamyam. Ibid. 

3 Ibid. p. 9. It may not be out of place here to point out that Anandabodha s 
argument in his Nyaya-makaranda regarding the unspeakable nature of avidyā, 
which has been treated in a later section of this chapter, is based on this argument 
of Maņdana. 
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sistent and unexplainable. The inconsistency of the relationship of 
avidyā with the jivas arises as follows: the jivas are essentially 
identical with Brahman, and the diversity of jivas is due to 
imagination (kalpana) ; but this imagination cannot be of Brahman, 
since Brahman is devoid of all imagination (tasyā vidyatmanah kal- 
panā-šūnyatvāt); it cannot be the imagination of the jivas, since the 
jivas themselves are regarded as being the product of imagination". 
Two solutions may be proposed regarding this difficulty, firstly, 
that the word maya implies what is inconsistent; had it been a 
consistent and explainable concept, it would be reality and not 
māyā*. Secondly, it may be said that from avidyā come the jivas 
and from the jivas comes the avidyā, and that this cycle is begin- 
ningless and therefore there is no ultimate beginning either of the 
Jīvas or of the avidyā?. This view is held by those who think that 
avidya is not the material cause of the world: these are technically 
called avidyopadana-bheda-vàdins. Yt is through this avidyā that the 
jivas suffer the cycle of births and rebirths, and this avidyā is 
natural to the jivas, since the jivas themselves are the products of 
avidyāt. And it is through listening to the Vedāntic texts, right 
thinking, meditation, etc. that true knowledge dawns and the 
avidyā is destroyed; it was through this avidyā that the jīvas were 
separated from Brahman; with its destruction they attain Brahma- 
hood®, 

In defining the nature of Brahman as pure bliss Sankhapani the 
commentator raises some very interesting discussions. He starts 
by criticizing the negative definition of happiness as cessation of 
pain or as a positive mental state qualified by such a negative 
condition’. He says that there are indeed negative pleasures which 
are enjoyed as negation of pain (e.g. a plunge into cold water 
is an escape from the painful heat); but he holds that there are 
cases where pleasures and pains are experienced simultaneously 


a itaretarāšraya prasangāt kalpanadhino hi 


jiva vibhagah, jīvāšrayā kalpanā. Ibid. p. 10. 

2 anupapadyamanarthaiva hi maya; upapadyamānārthatve yathārtha-bhāvān 
na maya syāt. Ibid. 

? anāditvān netaretarāšrayatva-dosah. Ibid. 

* na hi jīvesu nisarga-jā vidyāsti, avidyaiva hi naisargikī, āgantukyā vidyayah 
pravilayah. Ibid. pp. 11-12. 

avidyayaiva tu brahmano jīvo vibhaktah, tan-nivrttau brahma-svarūpam eva 

bhavati, yathà ghatādi-bhede tad-ākāšam parisuddham paramākašam eva bhavati. 
Ibid. 

* duhkha nivrttir và tad-visistatmopalabdhir và sukham astu, sarvathā sukham 
nama na dharmāntaram asti. Adyar MS. of the Sankhapani commentary, p. 18. 
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and not as negation of each other. A man may feel painful heat in 
the upper part of his body and yet feel the lower part of his body 
delightfully cool and thus experience pleasure and pain simul- 
taneously (sukha-duhkhe yugapaj janyete). Again, according to the 
scriptures there is unmixed pain in Hell, and this shows that pain 
need not necessarily be relative. Again, there are many cases (e.g. 
in the smelling of a delightful odour of camphor) where it cannot 
be denied that we have an experience of positive pleasure!. 
Sankhapani then refutes the theory of pain as unsatisfied desire 
and happiness as satisfaction or annulment of desires (visaya- 
prāptim vinā kama eva duhkham atah tan-nivrttir eva sukham 
bhavisyati) by holding that positive experiences of happiness are 
possible even when one has not desired them?. An objection 
to this is that experience of pleasures satisfies the natural, 
but temporarily inactive, desires in a sub-conscious or potential 
condition’. Again, certain experiences produce more pleasures in 
some than in others, and this is obviously due to the fact that one 
had more latent desires to be fulfilled than the other. In reply to 
these objections Sankhapani points out that, even if a thing is 
much desired, yet, if it is secured after much trouble, it does not 
satisfy one so much as a pleasure which comes easily, If pleasure 
is defined as removal of desires, then one should feel happy before 
the pleasurable experience or after the pleasurable experience, when 
all traces of the desires are wiped out, but not at the time of 
enjoying the pleasurable experience; for the desires are not wholly 
extinct at that time. Even at the time of enjoying the satisfaction 
of most earnest desires one may feel pain. So it is to be admitted 
that pleasure is not a relative concept which owes its origin to the 
sublation of desires, but that it is a positive concept which has its 
existence even before the desires are sublated*. If negation of 
desires be defined as happiness, then even disinclination to food 
through bilious attacks is to be called happiness*. So it is to be 
admitted that positive pleasures are in the first instance experienced 
and then are, desired. The theory that pains and pleasures are 
relative and that without pain there can be no experience of 
pleasure and that there can be no experience of pain without an 

1 Ibid. pp. 20, 21. 2 Ibid. p. 22. 1 AN. e 

> sahajo hi ragah sarva-pumsām asti sa tu visaya-visesena āvir-bhavati. Ibid. 


Bros. ~ S 
* atah kāma-nivrtteh prāg-bhāvi sukhu-vastu-bhūtam estavyam. Ibid. p. 27. 


5 Ibid. p. 25. 
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experience of pleasure is false and conseguently the Vedāntic view 
is that the state of emancipation as Brahmahood may well be 
described as an experience of positive pure bliss}. 

Sankara in his commentary on the Brahma-sütra and in his 
commentaries on some of the Upanisads and the Mandükya- 
kārikā had employed some elements of dialectical criticism, the 
principles of which had long been introduced in well-developed 
forms by the Buddhists. The names of the three great dialecticians, 
Sriharsa, Ānandajīāna and Citsukha, of the Sankara school, are 
well known, and proper notice has been taken of them in this 
chapter. But among the disciples of Sankara the man who really 
Started the dialectical forms of argument, who was second to none 
in his dialectical powers and who influenced all other dialecticians of 
the Sankaraschool, Anandabodha, Sriharsa, Ānandajūāna, Citsukha, 
Nrsimhasrama and others, was Mandana. Mandana’s great dia- 
lectical achievement is found in his refutation of the perception of 
difference (bheda) in the Tarka-kāņda chapter of his Brahma-siddhi. 

The argument arose as follows: the category of difference 
(bheda) is revealed in perception, and, if this is so, the reality of 
difference cannot be denied, and therefore the Upanisad texts 
should not be interpreted in such a way as to annul the reality 
of "difference." Against such a view-point Mandana undertakes 
to prove that “difference,” whether as a quality or character- 
istic of things or as an independent entity, is never experienced 
by perception (pratyaksa)?. He starts by saying that perception 
yields three possible alternatives, viz. (1) that it manifests a 
positive object, (2) that it presents differences from other objects, 
(3) that it both manifests a positive object and distinguishes it 
from other objects?. In the third alternative there may again be 
three other alternatives, viz. (i) simultaneous presentation of the 
positive object and its distinction from others, (ii) first the pre- 
sentation of the positive object and then the presentation of the 
difference, (iii) first the presentation of the difference and then 
the presentation of the positive object*. If by perception differences 

1 yadi duhkhā-bhāvah sukham syāt tatah syād evam bhāvāntare tu sukhe 
duhkhābhāve ca tathā syād eva. Ibid. p. 161. 

* This discussion runs from page 44 of the Brahma-siddhi (in the press) to 
the end of the second chapter. 

* tatra pratyakse trayah kalpàh, vastu-svarüpa-siddhih vastv-antarasya vya- 
vacchedah ubhayam và. Brahma-siddhi, n. 


ubhayasminn api traividhyam, yaugapadyam, vyavaccheda-pürcako vidhih, 
vidhi-pūrvako vyavacchedah. Ibid. 
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from other objects are experienced, or if it manifests both the object 
and its differences, then it has to be admitted that “difference” is 
presented in perception ; but, if it can be proved that only positive 
objects are presented in perception, unassociated with any pre- 
sentation of difference, then it has to be admitted that the notion 
of difference is not conveyed to us by perception, and in that case 
the verdict of the Upanisads that reality is one and that no diversity 
can be real is not contradicted by perceptual experience. Now 
follows the argument. k 

Perception does not reveal merely the difference, nor does it 
first reveal the difference and then the positive object, nor both 
of them simultaneously; for the positive object must first be 
revealed, before any difference can be manifested. Difference 
must concern itself in a relation between two positive objects, 
e.g. the cow is different from the horse, or there is no jug here. 
The negation involved in the notion of difference can have no 
bearing without that which is negated or that of which it is 
negated, and both these are positive in their notion. The negation 
of a chimerical entity (e.g. the lotus of the sky) is to be inter- 
preted as negation of a false relation of its constituents, which 
are positive in themselves (e.g. both the lotus and the sky are 
existents, the incompatibility is due to their relationing, and it is 
such a relation between these two positive entities that is denied), 
or as denying the objective existence of such entities, which can 
be imagined only as a mental idea!. If the category of difference 
distinguishes two objects from one another, the objects between 
which the difference is manifested must first be known. Again, it 
cannot be held that perception, after revealing the positive object, 
reveals also its difference from other objects; for perception is 
one unique process of cognition, and there are no two moments 
in it such that it should first reveal the object with which there is 
present senše-contact and then reveal other objects which are not 
at that moment in contact with sense, as also the difference between 
the two?. In the case of the discovery of one's own illusion, such 
as “this is not silver, but conch-shell,” only the latter knowledge 
is perceptual, and this knowledge refers to and negates after the 
previous knowledge of the object as silver has been negated. It was 

1 kutašcin nimittād buddhau labdha-rūpāņām bahir piektais Mp dhi, 1. 


» kramah samgacchate yuktyā naika-vijūāna-karmaņoķ TOM 
na sannihita-jam tac ca tadanyamarsi jāyate. Ibid. 11. Kārikā 3. 
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only when the presented object was perceived as “this before” 
that it was denied as being the silver for which it was taken, and 
when it was thus negated there was the perception of the conch- 
shell. There is no negative concept without there first being a 
positive concept; but it does not therefore follow that a positive 
concept cannot be preceded by a negative concept’. This is 
therefore not a case where there are two moments in one unique 
perception, but there are here different cognitive experiences’. 

Again, there is a view (Buddhist) that it is by the power or 
potency of the indeterminate cognition of an object that both the 
positive determinate cognition and its difference from others are 
produced. Though the positive and the negative are two cognitions, 
yet, since they are both derived from the indeterminate cognition, 
it can well be said that by one positive experience we may also 
have its difference from others also manifested (eka-vidhir eva anya- 
vyavacchedahy. Against such a view Mandana urges that one 
positive experience cannot also reveal its differences from all other 
kinds of possible and impossible objects. A colour perceived at 
a particular time and particular place may negate another colour 
at that particular place and time, but it cannot negate the presence 
of taste properties at that particular place and time; but, if the very 
perception of a colour should negate everything else which is not 
that colour, then these taste properties would also be negated, and, 
since this is not possible, it has to be admitted that perception of 
a positive entity does not necessarily involve as a result of that 
very process the negation of all other entities. 

There is again a view that things are by their very nature different 
from one another (prakrtyaiva bhinna bhavah), and thus, when by 
perception an object is experienced, its difference from other 
objects is also grasped by that very act. In reply to this objection 
Mandana says that things cannot be of the nature of differences; 
firstly, in that case all objects would be of the nature of difference, 
and hence there would be no difference among them; secondly, as 


1 pūrva-vijūāna-vihite rajatādau “idam” iti ca sannihitārthe-sāmānye nisedho 
vidhi-purva eva, suktikā-siddhis tu virodhi-nisedha-pūrva ucyate; vidhi-pūrvatā 
ca niyamena nisedhasyocyate, na vidher nisedha-pūrvakatā nisidhyate. Brahma- 
siddhi, v1. Kārikā 3. 

* na ca tatra eka-jRánasya kramavad-vyāpāratā ubhaya-rüpasya utpatteh. Ibid. 

3 nilasya nirvikalpaka-daršanasya yat sāmarthyam niyataika-kāraņatvam tena 
anādi-vāsanā-vašāt pratibhdsitam janitam idam nedam iti vikalpo bhāvābhā- 
va-vyavahāram pravartayati...satyam jūāna-dvayam idam savikalpakam tu 
nirvikalpakam tayor mūla-bhūtam tat pratyaksam tatra ca eka-vidhir eva anya- 
vyavaccheda iti brūma iti. Šaūkhapāņi's commentary, ibid. 
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"difference" has no form, the objects themselves would be 
formless; thirdly, difference being essentially of the nature of 
negation, the objects themselves would be of the nature of negation ; 
fourthly, since difference involves duality or plurality in its concept, 
no object could be regarded as one; a thing cannot be regarded as 
both one and many?. In reply to this the objector says that a thing 
is of the nature of difference only in relation to others (parapeksam 
vastuno bheda-svabhavah nātmāpeksam), but not in relation to 
itself. In reply to this objection Mandana says that things which 
have been produced by their own causes cannot stand in need of 
a relation: to other entities.for their existence; all relationing is 
mental and as such depends on persons who conceive the things, 
and so relationing cannot be a constituent of objective things?. 
If relationing with other things constituted their essence, then 
each thing would depend on others—they would depend on one 
another for their existence (itaretarasraya-prasangat). In reply to 
this it may be urged that differences are different, corresponding 
to each and every oppositional term, and that each object has a 
different specific nature in accordance with the different other 
objects with which it may be in a relation of opposition; but, if 
this is so, then objects are not produced solely by their own causes; 
for, if differences are regarded as their constituent essences, these 
essences should vary in accordance with every object with which 
a thing may be opposed. In reply to this it is urged by the objector 
that, though an object is produced by its own causes, yet its nature 
as differences appears in relation to other objects with which 
it is held in opposition. Mandana rejoins that on such a view 
it would be difficult to understand the meaning and function 
of this oppositional relation (apeksā); for it does not produce the 
object, which is produced by its own causes, and it has no causal 
efliciency and it is also not experienced, except as associated 
with the other objects (nanapeksa-pratiyoginam bhedah pratīyate). 
Difference also cannot be regarded as being of the essence of 
oppositional relation; it is only when there is an oppositional re- 
lation between objects already experienced that difference manifests 


à na bhedo vastuno rūpam tad abhna ine ied 
bhinnatvam vastuno nāvakalpate. 
EUIS Brahma--iddhi, 11. 5. 
* nāpeksā nama kašcid vastu-dharmo yena vastuni vyavasthāpyeran, na khalu 
sva-hetu-prāpitodayesu sva-bhāva-vyavasthitesu vastusu sva-bhāva-sthitaye vastv- 
antarāpeksā yujyate. Ibid. 11. 6, vrtti. 
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itself. Relations are internal and are experienced in the minds 
of those who perceive and conceive!. But it is further objected 
to this that concepts like father and son are both relational and 
obviously externally constitutive. To this Maņdana's reply is that 
these two concepts are not based on relation, but on the notion 
Of production ; that which produces is the father and that which is 
produced is the son. Similarly also the notions of long and short 
depend upon the one occupying greater or less space at the time 
Of measurement and not on relations as constituting their essence. 

In reply to this the objector says that, if relations are not regarded 
as ultimate, and if they are derived from different kinds of actions, 
then on the same ground the existence of differences may also be 
admitted. If there were no different kinds of things, it would not 
be possible to explain different kinds of actions. But Mandana’s 
reply is that the so-called differences may be but differences in 
name; the burning activity of the same fire is described sometimes 
as burning and sometimes as cooking. In the Vedanta view itis held 
that all the so-called varied kinds of actions appear in one object, 
the Brahman, and so the objection that varied kinds of actions 
necessarily imply the existence of difference in the agents which 
produce them is not valid. Again, the difficulty in the case of the 
Buddhist is in its own way none the less ; for according to him all 
appearances are momentary, and, if this be so, how does he explain 
the similarities of effects that we notice? It can be according 
to them only on the basis of an illusory notion of the sameness 
of causes ; so, if the Buddhist can explain our experience of similarity 
on the false appearance of sameness of causes, the Vedantist may 
also in his turn explain all appearances of diversity through 
illusory notions of difference, and there is thus no necessity of 
admitting the reality of differences in order to explain our notions of 
difference in experience?. Others again argue that the world must 
be a world of diversity, as the various objects of our experience 
serve our various purposes, and it is impossible that one and the 
same thing should serve different purposes. But this objection is 
not valid, because even the self-same thing can serve diverse 
purposes; the same fire can burn, illuminate and cook. There is no 
objection to there being a number of limited (avacchinna) qualities 

1 pauruseyim apeksām na vasto anuvartate, ato na vastu-svabhāvah. Ibid. 

2 atha nir-anvaya-vināšānām api kalpanā-visayād abhedāt kāryasya tulyatā 


hanta tarhi bhedād eva kalpanā-visayāt kāryābheda-siddher mūdhā kāraņa- 
bheda-kalpanā. Ibid. 
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or characters in the self-same thing. It is sometimes urged that 
things are different from one another because of their divergent 
powers (e.g. milk is different from sesamum because curd is 
produced from milk and not from sesamum); but divergence of 
powers is like divergence of qualities, and, just as the same fire 
may have two different kinds of powers or qualities, namely, that 
of burning and cooking, so the same entity may at different 
moments both possess and not possess a power, and this does 
not in the least imply a divergence or difference of entity. It is 
a great mystery that the one self-same thing should have such 
a special efficiency (sāmarthyātišaya) that it can be the basis of 
innumerable divergent appearances. As one entity is supposed 
to possess many divergent powers, so one self-same entity may 
on the same principle be regarded as the cause of divergent 
appearances, 

Again, it is held by some that “difference” consists in the 
negation of one entity in another. Such negations, it may be 
replied, cannot be indefinite in their nature; for then negations of 
all things in all places would make them empty. If, however, 
Specific negations are implied with reference to determinate 
entities, then, since the character of these entities, as different from 
one another, depends on these implied negations, and since these 
implied negations can operate only when there are these different 
entities, they depend mutually upon one another (itaretarasraya) 
and cannot therefore hold their own. Again, it cannot be said that 
the notion of “ difference” arises out of the operation of perceptual 
Processes like determinate perception (occurring as the culmination 
of the perceptual process); for there is no proof whatsoever that 
“ difference," as apart from- mutual negation, can be definitely , 
experienced. Again, if unity of all things as “existents” (sat) was 
not realized in experience, it would be difficult to explain how one 
could recognize the sameness of things. This sameness or unity of 
things is by far the most fundamental of experiences, and it is first 
manifested as indeterminate experience, which later on transforms 
itself into various notions of difference!. In this connection 
Mandana also takes great pains in refuting the view that things 
are twofold in their nature, both unity and difference, and also 


1 pratyekam anubiddhatvād abhedena mrsā matah 
'anam bhedād bhedah kalāvatah. 
get roo Brahma-siddhi, 11. Kārikā 31. 
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the Jaina view that unity and difference are both true in their own 
respective ways. But it is not necessary to enter into these details. 
The main point in his refutation of the category of difference 
consists in this, that he shows that it is inconceivable and dia- 
Iectically monstrous to suppose that the category of difference can 
be experienced through perception and that it is philosophically 
more convenient to suppose that there is but one thing which 
through ignorance yields the various notions of difference than to 
suppose that there are in reality the infinite agreements of unity 
and difference just as they are experienced in perception!, 

In the third chapter of the Brahma-siddhi, called the Niyoga- 
kāņda, Mandana refutes the Mīmāmsā view that the Vedāntic texts 
are to be interpreted in accordance with the Mīmāmsā canon of 
interpretation, viz. that Vedic texts imply either a command or a 
prohibition. But, as this discussion is not of much philosophical 
importance, it is not desirable to enter into it. In the fourth 
chapter, called the Siddhi-kāņda, Mandana reiterates the view that 
the chief import of the Upanisad texts consists in showin g that the 
manifold world of appearance does not exist and that its mani- 
festation is due to the ignorance (avidya) of the individual souls 
(iva). The sort of ultimate reality that is described in the Upanisad 
texts is entirely different from all that we see around us, and it 
is as propounding this great truth, which cannot be known by 
ordinary experience, that the Upanisads are regarded as the only 
source from which knowledge of Brahman can be obtained. 


Surešvara (A.D. 800). 


Surešvara's chief works are the Naiskarmya-siddhi and Brhad- 
āraņyakopanisad-bhāsya-vārttika. The Naiskarmya-siddhi has at 
least five commentaries, such as the Bhava-tattva-prakasika by 
Citsukha, which is based on Jiiānottama's Candrikā. This Candrikā 
is thus the earliest commentary on the Naiskarmya-siddhi. It is 
difficult to determine Jüanottama's date. In the concluding verses of 
this commentary the two names Satyabodha and Jiiānottama occur; 
and Mr Hiriyanna points out in his introduction to the Naiskarmya- 
siddhi that these two names also occur in the Sarvajfia-pitha of Con- 

jeeveram, to which he claims to have belonged as teacher and pupil, 
z ekasyaivāstu mahimā yan nāneva prakāšate 


lāghavān na tu bhinnānām yac cakāšaty abhinnavat. 4 
Brahma-siddhi, 11. Kārikā 32. 
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and according to the list of teachers of that Matha Jiiānottama was 
the fourth from Sankara. This would place Jiianottama at a very 
early date; if, however, the concluding verses are not his, but in- 
serted by someone else, then of course they give no clue to his date 
except the fact that he must have lived before Citsukha, since 
Citsukha's commentary was based on Jitānottama's commentary 
Candrika. Another commentary is the Vidyā-surabhi of Jūānāmrta, 
the pupil of Uttamāmrta; another is the Naiskarmya-siddhi- 
vivarana of Akhilatman, pupil of Dasarathapriya ; and there is also 
another commentary, called Sārārtha, by Rāmadatta, which is of 
comparatively recent date. 

Suresvara’s Naiskarmya-siddhi is divided into four chapters. 
The first chapter deals with discussions regarding the relation of 
Vedic duties to the attainment of Vedāntic wisdom. Avidya is 
here defined as the non-perception in one's experience of the 
ultimate oneness of the self: through this rebirths take place, and 
it is the destruction of this ignorance which is emancipation (tan- 
nāšo muktir ātmanah). The Mimamsists think that, if one ceases 
to perform actions due to desire (kāmya-karma) and prohibited 
actions, then the actions which have already accumulated will 
naturally exhaust themselves in time by yielding fruits, and so, since 
the obligatory duties do not produce any new karma, and since no 
other new karmas accumulate, the person will naturally be emanci- 
pated from karma. There is, however, in the Vedas no injunction 
in favour of the attainment of right knowledge. So one should 
attain emancipation through the performance of the Vedic duties 
alone. As against this Mīmāmsā view Sure$vara maintains that 
emancipation has nothing to do with the performance of actions. 
Performance of Vedic duties may have an indirect and remote 
bearing, in the way of purifying one's mind, but it has certainly 
no direct bearing on the attainment of salvation. Sure$vara states 
a view attributed to Brahmadatta in the Vidyā-gurabhi commentary, 
that ignorance is not removed merely by the knowledge of the 
identity of oneself with Brahman, as propounded in Vedanta texts, 
but through long and continuous meditation on the same. So the 
right apprehension of the Upanisadic passages on the identity of 
the Brahman and the individual does not immediately produce 
Salvation; one has to continue to meditate for a long time on 
such ideas of identity; and all the time one has to perform all 
one's obligatory duties, since, if one ceased to perform them, this 
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would beatransgression of one’s duties and would naturally produce 
Sins, and hence one would not be able to obtain emancipation. 
So knowledge must be combined with the performance of duties 
(Jflana-karma-samuccaya), which is vehemently opposed by Sankara. 
Another view which occurs also in the Varttika, and is there referred 
to by the commentator Anandajfiana as being that of Mandana, 
is that, as the knowledge derived from the Vedāntic texts is verbal 
and conceptual, it cannot of itself lead to Brahma-knowledge, 
but, when these texts are continually repeated, they produce 
a knowledge of Brahman as a mysterious effect by just the same 
kind of process as gives rise to the mysterious effects of sacrificial 
or other Vedic duties. The Vārttika refers to various schools 
among the adherents of the joint operation of knowledge and 
of duties (jūāna-karma-samuccaya), some regarding jriana as 
being the more important, others regarding karma as more im- 
portant, and still others regarding them both as being equally 
important, thus giving rise to three different schools of jūāna- 
karma-samuccaya. Surešvara tries to refute all these views by 
saying that true knowledge and emancipation are one and the 
same thing, and that it does not in the least require the per- 
formance of any kind of Vedic duties. Sure$vara also refutes 
the doctrine of the joint necessity of karma and Jitāna on the view 
of those modified dualists, like Bhartrprapafica, who thought that 
reality was a unity in differences, so that the doctrine of differences 
Was as true as that of unity, and that, therefore, duties have to be 
performed even in the emancipated state, because, the differences 
being also real, the necessity of duties cannot be ignored at any 
stage of progress, even in the emancipated state, though true 
knowledge is also necessary for the realization of truth as unity. 
Surešvara's refutation of this view is based upon two considera- 
tions, viz. that the conception of reality as being both unity and 
difference is self-contradictory, and that, when the oneness is 
realized through true knowledge and the sense of otherness and 
differences is removed, it is not possible that any duties can be 
performed at that stage; for the performance of duties implies 
experience of duality and difference!. 

The second chapter of the Naiskarmya-siddhi is devoted to the 
exposition of the nature of self-realization, as won through the 
proper interpretation of the unity texts of the Upanisads by a 
1 Seealso Prof, Hiriyanna's introduction to his edition ofthe Naiskarmya-siddhi. 
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proper teacher. The experience of the ego and all its associated 
experiences of attachment, antipathy, etc., vanish with the dawn 
of true self-knowledge of unity. The notion of ego is a changeful 
and extraneous element, and hence outside the element of pure 
consciousness. All manifestations of duality are due to the dis- 
tracting effects of the antahkarana. When true knowledge dawns, 
the self together with all that is objectivity in knowledge vanishes. 
All the illusory appearances are due to the imposition of ajñāna on 
the pure self, which, however, cannot thereby disturb the unper- 
turbed unity of this pure self. It is the antahkarana, or the intellect, 
that suffers all modifications in the Cognitive operations; the 
underlying pure consciousness remains undisturbed all the same. 
Yet this non-self which appears as mind, intellect, and its objects 
is not a substantive entity like the prakrti of the Samkhya; for its 
appearance is due merely to ignorance and delusion. This world- 
appearance is only a product of nescience (ajfana) or false and 
indescribable illusion on the self, and is no real product of any real 
substance as the Samkhya holds. Thus it is that the whole of the 
world-appearance vanishes like the illusory silver in the conch-shell 
as soon as truth is realized. 

In the third chapter Surešvara discusses the nature of ajūāna, its 
relation with the self, and the manner of its dissolution. There are 
two entities, the self and the non-self; now the non-self, being itself 
a product of ajñāna (nescience or ignorance), cannot be regarded 
as its support or object; so the ajfdna has for its support and object 
the pure self or Brahman; the ignorance of the self is also in regard 
to itself, since there is no other object regarding which ignorance is 
possible—the entire field of objective appearance being regarded 
as the product of ignorance itself. It is the ignorance of the real 
nature of the self that transforms itself into all that is subjective 
and objective, the intellect and its objects. It is thus clear that 
according to Surešvara, unlike Vacaspati Misra and Mandana, the 
avidyā is based not uponindividual persons (7iva), but upon the pure 
intelligence itself. It is this ignorance which, being connected and 
based upon the pure self, produces the appearances of individual 
persons and their subjective and objective experiences. This ajfiana, 
as mere ignorance, is experienced in deep dreamless sleep, when all 
its modifications and appearances shrink within it and it is ex- 
perienced in itself as pure ignorance, which again in the waking 
state manifests itself in the whole series of experiences. It is easy to 
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see that this view of the relation of ajñāna to pure intelligence is 
different from the idealism preached by Maņdana, as noticed in the 
previous section. An objection is raised that, if the ego were as much 
an extraneous product of ajrtāna as the so-called external objects, 
then the ego should have appeared not as a subject, but as an object 
like other external or internal objects (e.g. pleasure, pain, etc.). To 
this Surešvara replies that, when the antahkarana or mind is trans- 
formed into the form of the external objects, then, in order to give 
subjectivity to it, the category of the ego (ahamkara) is produced 
to associate objective experiences with particular subjective centres, 
and then through the reflection of the pure intelligence by way of 
this category of the ego the objective experience, as associated with 
this category of the ego, appears as subjective experience. The 
category of the ego, being immediately and intimately related to 
the pure intelligence, itself appears as the knower, and the objec- 
tivity of the ego is not apparent, just as in burning wood the fire 
and that which it burns cannot be separated. It is only when the 
pure intelligence is reflected through the ajüüna product of the 
category of the ego that the notion of subjectivity applies to it, 
and all that is associated with it is experienced as the ‘‘this,” the 
object, though in reality the ego is itself as much an object as the 
objects themselves. All this false experience, however, is destroyed 
in the realization of Brahman, when Vedāntic texts of unity are 
realized. In the third chapter of the Naiskarmya-siddhi the central 
ideas of the other three chapters are recapitulated. In the Varttika 
Surešvara discusses the very same problems in a much more 
elaborate manner, but it is not useful for our present purposes to 
enter into these details. 


Padmapāda (a.D. 820). 


Padmapāda is universally reputed to be a direct disciple of 
Sankaracarya, and, since the manner of his own salutation to 
Sankarācārya confirms this tradition, and since no facts are known 
that can contradict such a view, it may safely be assumed that he 
was a younger contemporary of Sankaracarya. There are many tradi- 
tional stories about him and his relations with Sankaracarya; but, 
since their truth cannot be attested by reliable evidence, it is not 
possible to pronounce any judgment on them. Only two works are 
attributed to him, viz. the Paiica-padika, which is a commentary on 
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Sankara’s commentary on the first four sūtras of the Brahma-sütra 
and Sankara’s introduction to his commentary known as the adhyasa 
and the sambhavana-bhasya, and the Atma-bodha-vyakhyana, called 
also Vedanta-sara. This Paftca-padika is one of the most important 
of the Vedanta works known to us. It was commented on by 
Prakasatman (a.D. 1200) in his Paiica-padika-vivarana!. The Pafica- 
pādikā-vivaraņa was further commented on by Akhaņdānanda 
(A.D. 1350), a pupil of Anandagiri, in his Tattva-dīpana. Ānanda- 
Pūrņa (A.D. 1600), who wrote his Vidyā-sāgarī commentary on 
Sriharsa’s Khandana-khanda-khadya and also a commentary on the 
Maha-vidya-vidambana, wrote a commentary on the Paiica-pādikā*. 
Nrsimhagrama also wrote a commentary on the Pafīca-pādikā- 
vivarana, called the Patica-padika-vivarana-prakasika, and Srikrsna 
also wrote one on the Patīca-pādikā-vivaraņa. Auffecht refers to 
another commentary by Amalānanda as Pafica-padika-sastra-dar- 
pana; but this is undoubtedly a mistake for his Sastra-darpana, 
which is noticed below. Amalānanda was a follower of the 
Vācaspati line and not of the line of Padmapāda and Prakāšātman. 
Rāmānanda Sarasvatī, a pupil of Govindānanda, the author of the 
Ratna-prabhā commentary on the Sānkara-bhāsya, wrote his 
Vivaraņopanyāsa (a summary of the main theses of the Vivaraņa) 
as a commentary on Šankara's Bhāsya; but this was strictly on 
the lines of the Parca "pādikā-vivaraņa, though it was not a direct 
commentary thereon. Vidyāraņya also wrote a separate monograph, 
called Vivarana-prameya-samgraha, in which he interpreted the 
Vedāntic doctrines on the lines of the Patica-padika-vivarana. Of 
all these the Vivaraņopanyāsa of Rāmānanda Sarasvati was probably 
the last important work on the Vivarana line; for Ramananda’s 
teacher Govindananda, the pupil of Gopāla Sarasvatī and the 
pupil’s pupil of Sivarama, refers in his Ratna-prabha commentary 
to Jagannāthāšrama's commentary on the Šārikara-bhāsya, called 
the Bhasya-dipika, and also to Anandagiri’s commentary as 
"erddhah," p. 5 (Nirņaya-Sāgara Press, 1904). Jagannātha was the 
teacher of Nrsimhàérama; Govindānanda must therefore have 
lived towards the end of the sixteenth century. Rāmānanda may 


1 Prakāšātman also wrote a metrical summary of Sankara’s Bhāsya and a work 
called Sabda-nirņaya, in which he tried to prove the claims of scriptural testi- 


mony as valid cognition. f : 
* As Mr Telang points out in his introduction to the Maha-vidyd-vidambana, 


it seems that Anandapürna lived after Sankara Misra (A.D. 1529), as is seen 
from his criticism of his reading of a passage of the Khandana-khanda-khadya, 


P. 586 (Chowkhambā). 
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therefore be placed in the early part of the seventeenth century. 
Govindananda himself also in his Ratna-prabhā commentary 
followed the Vivaraņa line of interpretation, and he refers to 
Prakasatman with great respect as Prakasatma-sri-caranaih ( Ratna- 
prabhā, p. 3). 

Padmapāda's method of treatment, as interpreted by Prakās- 
ātman, has been taken in the first and the second volumes of the 
present work as the guide to the exposition of the Vedanta. Itis not 
therefore necessary that much should be said in separate sections re- 
garding the Vedāntic doctrines of these two great teachers. But still 
a few words on Padmapāda's philosophy may with advantage be 
read separately. Padmapāda says that maya, avyākrta, prakrti, 
agrahana, avyakta, tamah, karana, laya, šakti, mahāsupti, nidrā, 
ksara and ākāša are the terms which are used in older literature as 
synonymous with avidyā. It is this entity thát obstructs the 
pure and independently self-revealing nature of Brahman, and 
thus, standing as the painted canvas (citra-bhitti) of ignorance 
(avidya), deeds (karma) and past impressions of knowledge (pūrva- 
prajītā-samskāra) produce the individual persons (jivatvapadika). 
Undergoing its peculiar transformations with God as its support, 
it manifests itself as the two powers of knowledge and activity 
(vijūāna-kriyā-sakti-dvayāsraya) and functions as the doer of all 
actions and the enjoyer of all experiences (kartrtva-bhoktrtvaikā- 
dhārah). In association with the pure unchangeable light of Brah- 
man it is the complex of these transformations which appears 
as the immediate ego (ahamkāra). It is through the association 
with this ego that the pure self is falsely regarded as the enjoyer 
of experiences. This transformation is called antahkarana, manas, 
buddhi and the ego or the ego-feeler (aham-pratyayin) on the side 
of its cognitive activity, while on the vibratory side of its activity 
(spanda-saktya), it is called prana or biomotor functions. The asso- 
ciation of the ego with the pure atman, like the association of the 
redness of a japa flower with a crystal, is a complex (granthi) which 
manifests the dual characteristics of activity of the avidyā stuff 
and the consciousness of the pure self (sambkinnobhaya-rūpatvāt). 

On the question as to whether avidya has for both support 
(asraya) and object (visaya) Brahman Padmapada's own attitude 
does not seem to be very clear. He only says that avidya mani- 
fests itself in the individual person (jiva) by obstructing the 
real nature of the Brahman as pure self-luminosity and that the 
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Brahman by its limitation (avaccheda) through beginningless avidya 
is the cause of the appearance of infinite individual persons. But 
Prakāšātman introduces a long discussion, trying to prove that 
Brahman is both the support and the object of avidya as against 
the view of Vācaspati Misra that avidyā has the Brahman as its 
object and the jiva as its support (asraya). This is thus one of the 
fundamental points of difference between the Vivaraņa line of 
interpretation and the interpretation of the Vācaspati line. In this 
Prakagatman agrees with the view of Sure$vara and his pupil 
Sarvajūātman, though, as will be noticed, Sarvajfiatman draws 
some nice distinctions which are not noticed by Sure$vara. 
Padmapāda draws a distinction between two meanings of false- 
hood (mithyā), viz. falsehood as simple negation (apahnava-vacana) 
and falsehood as the unspeakable and indescribable (anirvacani- 
yatā-vacana). It is probably he who of all the interpreters first 
described ajūāna or avidyā as being of a material nature (jadatmika) 
and of the nature of a power (jadatmika avidya-sakti), and inter- 
preted Sankara’s phrase ‘“‘mithya-jnana-nimittah” as meaning that 
it is this material power of ajñāna that is the constitutive or the 
material cause of the world-appearance. Prakāšātman, however, 
elaborates the conception further in his attempts to give proofs in 
support of the view that avidya is something positive (bhāva-rūpa). 
These proofs have been repeatedly given by many other later 
writers, and have already been dealt with in the first volume of the 
present work. Padmapāda is also probably the first to attempt an 
explanation of the process of Vedantic perception which was later 
on elaborated by Prakāšātman and later writers, and his views were 
all collected and systematized in the exposition of the Vedanta- 
paribhāsā of Dharmarāja Adhvarindra in the sixteenth century. 
Describing this process, Padmapāda says that, as a result of the 
cognitive activity of the ego, the objects with which that is con- 
cerned become connected with it, and, as a result of that, certain 
changes are produced in it, and it is these changes that constitute 
thesubject-object relation of knowledge (jātur. "jūieya-sambandhah). 
"The antahkarana, or psychical frame of mind, can lead tothelimited 
expression of the pure consciousness only so far as it is associated 
with its object. The perceptual experience of immediacy (aparoksa) 
of objects means nothing more than the expression of the pure 
consciousness through the changing states of the antahkarana. The 
ego thus becomes a perceiver (pramātr) through its connection 
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with the underlying consciousness. Prakāšātman, however, elab- 
orates it by supposing that the antahkarana goes out to the 
objective spatial positions, and assumes the spatial form of the 
objects perceived. Hence what Padmapāda conceived merely as 
the change of the antahkarana states through the varying relation 
of the antahkarana with its objects, is interpreted in the definite 
meaning of this relation as being nothing more than spatial super- 
position of the antahkarana on its objects. In inference, however, 
there is no immediate knowledge, as this is mediated through 
relations with the reason (liriga). Knowledge however would mean 
both mediate and immediate knowledge; for it is defined as being 
the manifestation of the object (artha-prakasa). 

On the subject of the causality of Brahman Padmapāda says 
that that on which the world-appearance is manifested, the 
Brahman, is the cause of the world. On this point Prakāšātman 
offers three alternative views, viz. (1) that, like two twisted threads 
in a rope, māyā and Brahman are together the joint cause of the 
world, (2) that that which has maya as its power is the cause, 
and (3) that the Brahman which has maya supported on it is the 
cause of the world, but in all these the ultimate causality rests with 
Brahman, since maya is dependent thereon. Brahman is sarva-jfia 
(omniscient) in the sense that it manifests all that is associated with 
it, and it is the Brahman that through its mayd appears as the world 
of experience. The doctrines of avaccheda-vāda and pratibimba- 
vada explained in the first volume of the present work are also 
at least as old as Padmapada’s Paīca-pādikā, and both Padmapāda 
and Prakasatman seem to support the reflection theory (prati- 
bimba-vāda), the theory that the jīva is but a reflected image of 
Brahman!, 


Vācaspati Mišra (a.D. 840). 


Vācaspati Mišra, the celebrated author of a commentary called 
Bhamation Sankara’s commentary is the author of a Tattva-samīksā, 
a commentary on Mandana’s Brahma-siddhi; he also commented 
on the Samkhya-karika, Vidhi-viveka, Nyaya-varttika, and he was 


1 See volume 1, pp. 475, 476. These two doctrines were probably present 
in germinal forms as early as the ninth century. But gradually more,and more 
attention seems to have been paid to them. Appaya Diksita gives a fairly good 
summary of these two doctrines in the Parimala, pp. 335-343, Sri Vāņi 
Vilāsa Press, Srirangam, without committing either himself or Vācaspati to any 
one of these views. 
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the author of a number of other works. In his Nyaya-suücini- 
bandhahe gives his date as 898 (vasv-arika-vasu-vatsare), which in all 
probability has to be understood as of the Vikrama-samvat, and con- 
sequently he can safely be placed in A.D. 842. In his commentary 
called Bhamati he offers salutation to Mārtaņda-tilaka-svāmin, 
which has been understood to refer to his teacher. But Amalā- 
nanda in commenting thereon rightly points out that this word is a 
compound of the two names Martanda and Tilakasvāmin, belong- 
ing to gods adored with a view to the fruition of one's actions, 
Tilakasvāmin is referred to in Yajnavalkya, 1.294 as a god, and the 
Mitāksarā explains it as being the name of the god Karttikeya or 
Skanda. Udayana, however, in his Nyāya-vārttika-tātparya-pari- 
suddhi (p. 9), à commentary on Vācaspati's Tātparya-tīkā, refers 
to one Trilocanaas being the teacher of Vacaspati, and Vardhamana 
in his commentary on it, called Nyaya-nibandha-prakasa, con- 
firms this: Vācaspati himself also refers to Trilocanaguru, whom he 
followed in interpreting the word vyavasaya (Nyāya-sūtra, 1. i.4) 
as determinate knowledge (savikalpa)!. It is however interesting 
to note that in the Nyaya-kanika (verse 3) he refers to the author of 
the Nyaya-maijjari (in all probability Jayanta) as his teacher (vidya- 
taru)?. Vacaspati says at the end of his Bhāmatī commentary that 
he wrote that work when the great king Nrga was reigning. This 
king, so far as the present writer is aware, has not yet been histori- 
cally traced. Bhamati was Vacaspati’s last great work; for in the 
colophon at the end of the Bhamati he says that he had already 
written his Nyāya-kaņikā, Tattva-samīksā, Tattva-bindu and other 
works on Nyāya, Samkhya and Yoga. 

Vācaspati's Vedantic works are Bhāmatī and Tattva-samīksā 
(on Brahma-siddhi). The last work has not yet been published. 
Aufrecht, referring to his work, Tattva-bindu, says that it is a 
Vedānta work. This is however a mistake, as the work deals with 
the sphota doctrines of sound, and has nothing to do with Vedānta. 
In the absence of Vācaspati's Tattva-samīksā, which has not been 
published, and* manuscripts of which have become extremely 
scarce, it is difficult to give an entirely satisfactory account of the 
special features of Vācaspati's view of Vedanta. But his Bhamati 


1 trilocana-gurūnnīta-mārgānugamanonmukhaiļ 
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commentary is a great work, and it is possible to collect from it 
some of the main features of his views. As to the method of 
Vacaspati’s commentary, he always tries to explain the text as 
faithfully as he can, keeping himself in the background and direct- 
ing his great knowledge of the subject to the elucidation of the 
problems which directly arise from the texts and to explaining 
the allusions and contexts of thoughts, objections and ideas of 
other schools of thought referred to in the text. The Bhamati 
commentary on Sankara’s Bhāsya is a very important one, and 
it had a number of important sub-commentaries. The most 
important and earliest of these is the Vedanta-kalpa-taru of 
Amalānanda (A.D. 1247-1260), on which Appaya Diksita (about 
A.D. 1600) wrote another commentary called Vedanta-kalpa 
taru-parimala’. The Vedanta-kalpa-taru was also commented on 
by Laksminrsimha, author of the Tarka-dipika, son of Konda- 
bhatta and grandson of Rangoji Bhatta, towards the end of 
the seventeenth century, and this commentary is called Abhoga. 
The Abhoga commentary is largely inspired by the Vedanta- 
kalpa-taru-parimala, though in many cases it differs from and 
criticizes it. In addition to these there are also other commentaries 
on the Bhamati, such as the Bhamati-tilaka, the Bhamati-vilasa, 
the Bhamati-vyakhya by ŠSrīranganātha and another commentary 
on the Vedanta-kalpa-taru, by Vaidyanatha Payagunda, called the 
Vedanta-kalpa-taru-maiijari. : 

Vācaspati defines truth and reality as immediate self-revelation 
(sva-prakāšatā) which is never contradicted (abadhita). Only the 
pure self can be said to be in this sense ultimately real. He thus 
definitely rejects the definition of reality as the participation of the 
class-concept of being, as the Naiyayikas hold, or capacity of doing 
work (artha-kriya-karitva), as the Buddhists hold. He admits two 
kinds of ajūāna, as psychological and as forming the material cause 
of the mind and the inner psychical nature of man or as the material 
world outside. Thus he says in his commentary on the Sankara- 


LJ 

* Amalānanda also wrote another work, called Sastra-darpana, in which, 
taking the different topics (adhikaranas) of the Brahma-sütras, he tried to give a 
plain and simple general explanation of the whole topic without entering into 
much discussion on the interpretations of the different sūtras on the topic. These 
general lectures on the adhikaranas of the Brahma-sūtras did not, however, reveal 
any originality of views on the part of Amalānanda, but were based on Vācas- 
pati’s interpretation, and were but reflections of his views, as Amalinanda 
himself admits in the second verse of the Sastra-darpana (Vācaspati-mati-vimbi- 
tam ādaršam prārabhe vimalam)—Sri Vāņi Vilāsa Press,1913, Srirangam, Madras. 
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bhasya, 1. iii. 30, that at the time of the great dissolution (maha- 
pralaya) all products of avidyā, such as the psychical frame 
(antahkaraņa), cease to have any functions of their own, but 
are not on account of that destroyed; they are at that time merged 
in the indescribable avidyā, their root cause, and abide there 
as potential capacities (sūksmeņa šakti-rūpeņa) together with the 
wrong impressions and psychological tendencies of illusion. When 
the state of mahà-pralaya is at an end, moved by the will of God, 
they come out like the limbs of a tortoise or like the rejuvenation 
during rains of the bodies of frogs which have remained inert and 
lifeless all the year round, and then, being associated with their 
proper tendencies and impressions, they assume their particular 
names and forms as of old before the maha-pralaya. Though 
all creation takes place through God's will, yet God's will is also 
determined by the conditions of karma and the impressions pro- 
duced by it. This statement proves that he believed in avidya 
as an objective entity of an indescribable nature (anirvācyā 
avidyā), into which all world-products disappear during the 
mahā-pralaya and out of which they reappear in the end and 
become associated with psychological ignorance and wrong im- 
pressions which had also disappeared into it at the time of the 
mahā-pralaya. Avidyā thus described resembles very much the 
prakrti of Yoga, into which all the world-products disappear 
during a maha-pralaya together with the fivefold avidyā and their 
impressions, which at the time of creation become associated with 
their own proper buddhis. In the very adoration hymn of the 
Bhāmatī Vācaspati speaks of avidya being twofold (avidya- 
dvitaya), and says that all appearances originate from Brahman 
in association with or with the accessory cause (sahakari-karana) 
of the two avidyās (avidya-dvitaya-sacivasya). In explaining this 
passage Amalananda points out that this refers to two avidyās, one 
as a beginningless positive entity and the other as the preceding 
series of beginningless false impressions (anya pūrvāpūrva-bltrama- 
samskārah). There is thus one aspect of avidyā which forms the 
material stuff of the appearances; but the appearances could not 
have been appearances if they were not illusorily identified with 
the immediate and pure self-revelation (sva-prakāšā cit). Each 
individual person (jiva) confuses and misapprehends his psychical 
frame and mental experiences as intelligent in themselves, and 
itis by such an illusory confusion that these psychical states 
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attain any meaning as appearances; for otherwise these appearances 
could not have been expressed at all. But how does the person 
come in, since the concept of a person itself presupposes the very 
confusion which it is supposed to make? To this Vācaspati's reply 
is that the appearance of the personality is due to a previous false 
confusion, and that to another previous false confusion (cf. Man- 
dana). So each false confusion has for its cause a previous false 
confusion, and that another false confusion and so on in a beginning- 
less series. It is only through suchabeginninglessseries of confusions 
that all the later states of confusion are to be explained. Thus 
on the one hand the avidyā operates in the individual person, the 
jiva, as its locus or support (asraya), and on the other hand it 
has the Brahman or pure self-revealing intelligence as its object 
(visaya), which it obscures and through which it makes its false 
appearances to be expressed, thereby giving them a false semblance 
of reality, whereby all the world-appearances seem to be manifes- 
tations of reality’. It is easy to see how this view differs from the view 
of the Samksepa-sariraka of Sarvajfiatma Muni; for in the opinion 
of the latter, the Brahman is both the support (asraya) and the 
object (visaya) of ajñāna, which means that the illusion does not 
belong to the individual person, but is of a transcendental character. 
It is not the individual person as such (jiva), but the pure intelli- 
gence that shines through each individual person (pratyak-cit), 
that is both obscured and diversified into a manifold of appearances 
in a transcendental manner. In Vacaspati’s view, however, the 
illusion is a psychological one for which the individual person is 
responsible, and it is caused through a beginningless chain of 
illusions or confusions, where each succeeding illusory experience 
is explained by a previous illusory mode of experience, and that by 
another and so on. The content of the illusory experiences is also 
derived from the indescribable avidyā, which is made to appear as 
real by their association with Brahman, the ultimately real and 
self-revealing Being. The illusory appearances, as they are, cannot 
be described as being existent or non-existent; for, though they 
seem to have their individual existences, they are always negated 
by other existences, and none of them have that kind of reality 
which can be said to defy all negation and contradiction; and it 
is only such uncontradicted self-revelation that can be said to be 


a 
1 [t is in the latter view that Vācaspati differs from Mandana, on whose 
Brahma-siddhi he wrote his Tattva-samīksā. 
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ultimately real. The unreality of world-appearances consists in the 
fact that they are negated and contradicted; and yet they are not 
absolutely non-existent like a hare's horn, since, had they been so, 
they could not have been experienced at all. So in spite of the fact 
that the appearances are made out of avidyā, they have so far 
as any modified existence can be ascribed to them, the Brahman 
as their underlying ground, and it is for this reason that Brahman 
is to be regarded as the ultimate cause of the world. As soon as 
this Brahman is realized, the appearances vanish; for the root of 
all appearances is their illusory confusion with reality,the Brahman. 
In the Bhamati commentary on Sankara’s commentary, II. ii. 28, 
Vācaspati points out that according to the Sankara Vedanta the 
objects of knowledge are themselves indescribable in their nature 
(anirvacaniyam niladi) and not mere mental ideas (na hi brahma- 
vādino nīlādy-ākārām vittim abhyupagacchanti kintu anirvacanīyam 
nīlādi). The external objects therefore are already existent 
outside of the perceiver, only their nature and stuff are inde- 
scribable and irrational (anirvācya). Our perceptions therefore 
refer always to such objects as their excitants or producers, and 
they are not of the nature of pure sensations or ideas generated 
from within, without the aid of such external objects. 


Sarvajnatma Muni (a.p. 900). 


Sarvajfiatma Muni was a disciple of Surešvarācārya, the direct 
disciple of Sankara, to whom at the beginning of his work Samk- 
sepa-sariraka he offers salutation by the name Devešvara, the word 
being a synonym of the word sura in Sure$vara. The identification of 
Devesvara with Surešvara is made by Rama Tirtha, thecommentator 
on the Samksepa-sārīraka, and this identification does not come 
into conflict with anything else that is known about Sarvajfiatma 
Muni either from the text of his work or from other references to 
him in general. It is said that his other name was Nityabodhacarya. 
The exact date,of neither Sure$vara nor Sarvajfiatma can be 
definitely determined. Mr Pandit in his introduction to the Gauda- 
vaho expresses the view that, since Bhavabhüti was a pupil of 
Kumārila, Kumārila must have lived in the middle of the seventh 
century, and, since Sankara was a contemporary of Kumarila (on the 
testimony of the Sarikara-dig-vijaya), he must have lived either in 
the seventh century or in the first half of the eighth century. In the 
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first volume of the present work Šankara was placed between A.D. 
780-820. The arguments of Mr Pandit do not raise any new point 
for consideration. His theory that Bhavabhüti was a pupil of Kumā- 
rila is based on the evidence of two manuscripts, where, at the end of 
an act of the Malati-Madhava, it is said that the work was written 
by a pupil of Kumarila. This evidence, as I have noticed elsewhere, 
is very slender. The tradition that Šankara was a contemporary of 
Kumarila, based as it is only on the testimony of the Sankara-dig- 
vijaya, cannot be seriously believed. All that can be said is that 
Kumarila probably lived not long before Sankara, if one can infer 
this from the fact that Šankara does not make any reference to 
Kumārila. Hence there seems to be no reason why the traditionally 
accepted view that Sankara was born in Samvat 844, or A.D. 788, 
or Kali age 3889, should be given up!. Taking the approximate 
date of Sankara's death to be about a.D. 820 and taking into con- 
sideration that Surešvara, the teacher of Sarvajūātman, occupied 
his high pontifical position for a long time, the supposition that 
Sarvajfiatman lived in A.D. goo may not be very far wrong. More- 
over, this does not come into conflict with the fact that Vācaspati, 
who probably wrote his earlier work the Nyāya-sūcī-nibandha in 
A.D. 842, also wrote his commentary on Mandana's Brahma-siddhi 
when Surešvara was occupying the pontifical position. 
Sarvajiiatma Muni was thus probably a younger contemporary 
of Vacaspati Misra. In his Samksepa-šārīraka he tries to describe 
the fundamental problems of the Vedānta philosophy, as explained 
by Sankara. This work, which is probably the only work of his 
that is known to us, is divided into four chapters, written in verses 
of different metres. It contains. in the first chapter 563 verses, 
in the second 248, in the third 365 and in the fourth 63. In the 
first chapter of the work he maintains that pure Brahman is the 
ultimate cause of everything through the instrumentality (dvāra) 
of ajfana. The ajūāna, which rests on (asraya) the pure self and 
operates on it as its object (visaya), covers its real nature (acchadya) 
and creates delusory appearances (viksipati), thereby producing 
the threefold appearances of God (Īsvara), soul (jiva) and the 
world. This ajñāna has no independent existence, and its effects 
are seen only through the pure self (cid-ātman) as its ground and 
object, and its creations are all false. The pure self is directly 
perceived in the state of dreamless sleep as being of the nature 


1 See Ārya-vidyā-sudhā-kara, pp. 226, 227. 
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of pure bliss and happiness without the slightest touch of sorrow ; 
and pure bliss can only be defined as that which is the ultimate 
end and not under any circumstances a means to anything else; 
such is also the pure self, which cannot be regarded as being a 
means to anything else; moreover, there is the fact that everyone 
always desires his self as the ultimate object of attainment which 
he loves above anything else. Such an infinite love and such an 
ultimate end cannot be this limited self, which is referred to as the 
agent of our ordinary actions and the sufferer in the daily concerns 
of life. The intuitive perception of the seers of the Upanisads also 
confirms the truth of the self as pure bliss and the infinite. The 
illusory impositions on the other hand are limited appearances 
of the subject and the object which merely contribute to the 
possibility of false attribution and cannot therefore be real (na 
vāstavam tat). When the Brahman is associated with ajūāna there 
are two false entities, viz. the ajūāna and the Brahman as asso- 
ciated with the ajgana; but this does not imply that the pure 
Brahman, which underlies all these false associations, is itself also 
false, since this might lead to the criticism that, everything being 
false, there is no reality at all, as some of the Buddhists contend. 
A distinction is drawn here between adhara and adhisthāna. The 
pure Brahman that underlies all appearances is the true adhi- 
sthāna (ground), while the Brahman as modified by the false ajñāna 
is a false adhara or a false object to which the false appearances 
directly refer. All illusory appearances are similarly experienced. 
Thus in the experience “I perceive this piece of silver" (in the 
case of the false appearance of a piece of conch-shell as silver) the 
silvery character or the false appearance of the silver is associated 
with the “this” element before the perceiver, and the ‘‘this”’ 
element in its turn, as the false object, becomes associated with 
the false silver as the “this silver." But, though the objectivity 
of the false silver as the “this” before the perceiver is false, the 
“this” of the true object of the conch-shell is not false. It is the 
above kind of «double imposition of the false appearance on the 
object and of the false object on the false appearance that is known 
as parasparadhyasa. It is only the false object that appears in the 
illusory appearance and the real object lies untouched. The inner 
psychical frame (antahkaraņa) to a certain extent on account of 
its translucent character resembles pure Brahman, and on account 
of this similarity it is often mistaken for the pure self and the pure 
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self is mistaken for the antahkarana. It may be contended that there 
could be no antahkarana without the illusory imposition, and so it 
could not itself explain the nature of illusion. The reply given to 
such an objection is that the illusory imposition and its conse- 
quences are beginningless and there is no point of time to 
which one could assign its beginning. Hence, though the present 
illusion may be said to have taken its start with the antahkarana, the 
antahkarana is itself the product of a previous imposition, and that 
of a previous antahkarana, and so on without a beginning. Just as 
in the illusion of the silver in the conch-shell, though there is the 
piece of conch-shell actually existing, yet it is not separately seen, 
and all that is seen to exist is the unreal silver, so the real Brahman 
exists as the ground, though the world during the time of its ap- 
pearance is felt to be the only existing thing and the Brahman is 
not felt to be existent separately from it. Yet this ajñāna has no 
real existence and exists only for the ignorant. It can only be 
removed when the true knowledge of Brahman dawns, and it is 
only through the testimony of the Upanisads that this knowledge 
can dawn; for there is no other means of insight into the nature of 
Brahman. Truth again is defined not as that which is amenable 
to proof, but as that which can be independently and directly felt. 
The ajaana, again, is defined as being positive in its nature (bhava- 
rüpam) and, though it rests on the pure Brahman, yet, like butter 
in contact with fire, it also at its touch under certain circumstances 
melts away. The positive character of ajñāna is felt in the world 
in its materiality and in ourselves as our ignorance. The real ground 
"cause, however, according to the testimony of the Upanisads, is 
the pure Brahman, and the ajfdna is only the instrument or the 
means by which it can become the cause of all appearances; but, 
ajūāna not being itself in any way the material cause of the world, 
Sarvajiiatman strongly holds that Brahman in association and 
jointly with ajñāna cannot be regarded as the material cause of 
the world. The ajñāna is only a secondary means, without which 
the transformation of appearances is indeed not possible, but which 
has no share in the ultimate cause that underlies them. He definitely 
denies that Brahman could be proved by any inference to the effect 
that that which is the cause of the production, existence and dis- 
solution of the world is Brahman, since the nature of Brahman 
can be understood only by the testimony of the scriptures. He 
indulges in long discussions in order to show how the Upanisads 
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can lead to a direct and immediate apprehension of reality as 
Brahman. 

The second chapter of the book is devoted mainly to the further 
elucidation of these doctrines. In that chapter Sarvajfiatma Muni 
tries to show the difference of the Vedānta view from the Buddhist, 
which difference lies mainly in the fact that, in spite of the doctrine 
of illusion, the Vedānta admits the ultimate reality to be Brahman, 
which is not admitted by the Buddhists. He also shows how the 
experiences of waking life may be compared with those of dreams. 
He then tries to show that neither perception nor other means of 
proof can prove the reality of the world-appearance and criticizes 
the philosophic views'of the Sámkhya, Nyāya and other systems. 
He further clarifies his doctrine of the relation of Brahman to ajfiana 
and points out that the association of ajitāna is not with the one 
pure Brahman, nor with individual souls, but with the pure light of 
Brahman, which shines as the basis and ground of individual souls 
(pratyaktva) ; for it is only in connection with this that the ajnana 
appears and is perceived. When with the dawn of right knowledge 
pure Brahman as one is realized, the ajñāna is not felt. It is only 
in the light of Brahman as underlying the individual souls that the 
ajñāna is perceived, as when one says, ‘‘I do not know what you 
say”; so it is neither the individual soul nor the pure one which is 
Brahman, but the pure light as it reveals itself through each and 
every individual soul!. The true light of Brahman is always 
there, and emancipation means nothing more than the destruction 
of the ajaana. In the third chapter Sarvajfiatman describes the 
ways (sadhana) by which one should try to destroy this ajīāna and 
prepare oneself for this result and for the final Brahma knowledge. 
In the last chapter he describes the nature of emancipation and 
the attainment of Brahmahood. 

The Samksepa-sariraka was commented upon by a number of 
distinguished writers, none of whom seem to be very old. Thus 
Nrsimhasrama wrote a commentary called Tattva-bodhini, Puru- 
sottama Diksita wrote another called Subodhinī, Rāghavānanda 
another called Vidyāmrta-varsiņī, Višvadeva another called Sid- 
dhānta-dīpa, on which Rāma Tīrtha, pupil of Krsna Tīrtha, 
1 nājāānam advayasamāšrayam isļam evam 

nādvaita-vastu-visayam nišiteksaņānām 
nānanda-nitya-vigayāšrayam istam etat 


ratyaktva-mátra-vigayásrayatünubhüteh. 
citā Samksepa-šārīraka, 11. 211. 
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based his commentary Anvayartha-prakasika. Madhusūdana Sara- 
svati also wrote another commentary, called Samksepa-sariraka- 
sara-samgraha. L 

Anandabodha Yati. 

Anandabodha is a great name in the school of Sankara Vedanta. 
He lived probably in the eleventh or the twelfth century. He 
refers to Vācaspati's Tattva-samīksā and criticizes, but without 
mentioning his name, Sarvajūātman's view of the interpretation of 
the nature of self as pure bliss. He wrote at least three works on 
Sankara Vedānta, viz. Nyaya-makaranda, Nyāya-dīpāvalī and 
Pramāņa-mālā. Of these the Nyaya-makaranda was commented 
upon by Citsukha and his pupil Sukhaprakasa in works called 
Nyāya-makaranda-tīkā and Nyaya-makaranda-vivecani. Sukha- 
prakaga also wrote a commentary on the Nyāya-dīpāvalī, called 
Nyaya-dipavali-tatparya-tika. Anubhūtisvarūpa Ācārya (late thir- 
teenth century), the teacher of Anandajfiana, also wrote commen- 
taries on all the three works of Ānandabodha. Ānandabodha does 
not pretend to have made any original contribution and says that 
he collected his materials from other works which existed in his 
time?, He starts his Nyaya-makaranda with the thesis that the 
apparent difference of different selves is false, since not only do 
the Upanisads hold this doctrine, but it is also intelligible on 
grounds of reason that the apparent multiplicity of selves can 
be explained on an imaginary supposition of diversity (kālpanika- 
purusa-bheda), even though in reality there is but one soul. 
Arguing on the fact that even the illusory supposition of an 
imaginary diversity may explain all appearances of diversity, 
Anandabodha tries to refute the argument of the Samkhya-karika 
that the diversity of souls is proved by the fact that with the birth 
and death of some there is not birth or death of others. Having 
refuted the plurality of subjects in his own way, he turns to the 
refutation of plurality of objects. He holds that difference (bheda) 
cannot be perceived by sense-perception, since difference cannot 
be perceived without perceiving both the object and all else 
from which it differs. It cannot be said that first the object is 
perceived and then the difference; for perception will naturally 


1 Mr Tripathi in his introduction to Anandajiiana’s Tarka-samgraha gives 
Anandabodha’s date as A.D. 1200. 
i Nānā-nibandha-kusuma-prabhavāvadāta- * 
nyāyāpadeša-makaranda-kadamba esa. 
Nyāya-makaranda, p. 359- 
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cease with awareness of its object, and there is no way in which 
it can operate for the comprehension of difference; neither can it 
be held that the comprehension of difference can in any way be 
regarded as simultaneous with the perception of the sensibles. 
Nor is it possible that, when two sensibles are perceived at two 
different points of time, there could be any way in which their 
difference could be perceived; for the two sensibles cannot be 
perceived at one and the same time. It cannot, again, be said that 
the perception of any sensible, say blue, involves with it the per- 
ception of all that is not blue, the yellow, the white, the red, etc.; 
for in that case the perception of any sensible would involve the 
perception of all other objects of the world. The negation of the 
difference of an entity does not mean anything more than the 
actual position of it. Itis not, however, right to hold that all positive 
entities are of the nature of differences; for this is directly against 
all experience. If differences are perceived as positive entities, 
then to comprehend their differences further differences would be 
required, and there would thus be a vicious infinite. Moreover, 
differences, being negative in their nature, cannot be regarded as 
capable of being perceived as positive sensibles. Whether differ- 
ence is taken as a subject or a predicate in the form “the 
difference of the jug from the pillar,” or “the jug is different from 
the pillar," in either case there is comprehension of an earlier and 
more primitive difference between the two objects, on the basis of 
which the category of difference is realized. 

Anandabodha then discusses the different theories of error held 
by the Nyaya, Mīmāmsā, Buddhism, etc. and supports the anirva- 
caniya theory of error!. In this connection he records his view as to 
why nescience (avidyā) has to be admitted as the cause of world- 
appearance. He points out that the variety and multiplicity of 
world-appearance cannot be explained without the assumption of 
a cause which forms its substance. Since this world-appearance 
is unreal, it cannot come out of a substance that is real, nor can it 
come out of sqmething absolutely non-existent and unreal, since 
such a thing evidently could not be the cause of anything; hence, 
since the cause of world-appearance cannot be either real or unreal, 
it must have for its cause something which is neither real nor 
unreal, and the neither-real-nor-unreal entity is avidya?. 


o 
1 See the first volume of the present work, ch. x, p. 485. 
2 Nyāya-makaranda, pp. 122, 123. 
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He next proceeds to prove the doctrine that the self is of the 
nature of pure consciousness (atmanah samvid-rūpatva). This he 
does, firstly, by stating the view that awareness in revealing itself 
reveals also immediately its objects, and secondly, by arguing that 
even though objects of awareness may be varying, there is still 
the unvarying consciousness which continues the same even when 
there is no object. If there were only the series of awarenesses 
arising and ceasing and if there were constant and persistent 
awarenesses abiding all the time, how could one note the difference 
between one awareness and another, between blue and yellow? 
Referring to avidya, he justifies the view of its being supported 
on Brahman, because avidyā, being indefinable in its nature, i.e. 
being neither negative nor positive, there can be no objection to its 
being regarded as supported on Brahman. Moreover, Brahman can 
only be regarded as omniscientin its association with avidya, since all 
relations are of the nature of avidyā and there cannot be any omni- 
science without a knowledge of the relations. In his Vyāya-dīpavalī 
he tries by inference to prove the falsity of the world-appearance 
on the analogy of the falsity of the illusory silver. His method of 
treatment is more or less the same as the treatment in the Advaita- 
siddhi of Madhusūdana Sarasvati at a much later period. There 
is practically nothing new in his Pramāņa-mālā. It is a small work 
of about twenty-five pages, and one can recognize here the argu- 
ments of the Nyaya-makaranda in a somewhat different form and 
with a different emphasis. Most of Anandabodha's arguments were 
borrowed by the later writers of the Vedanta school. Vyāsatīrtha 
of the Madhva school of Vedānta collected most of the standard 
Vedanta arguments from Ānandabodha and Prakasatman for re- 
futation in his Nyayamrta, and these were again refuted by 
Madhusūdana's great work, the Advaita-siddhi,and these refuted in 
their turn in Rama Tīrtha's Nyayamrta-tarangini. The history 
of this controversy will be dealt with in the third volume of the 
present work. 


4 
Mahā-vidyā and the Development of Logical Formalism. 


The Buddhists had taken to the use of the dialectic method 
of logical discussions even from the time of Nāgārjuna. But this 
was by no means limited to the Buddhists. The Naiyāyikas had 
also adopted these methods, as is well illustrated by the writings 
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of Vatsyayana, Uddyotakara, Vacaspati, Udayana and others. 
Sankara himself had utilized this method in the refutation of 
Buddhistic, Jaina, Vaisesika and other systems of Indian philo- 
sophy. But, though these writers largely adopted the dialectic 
methods of Nāgārjuna's arguments, there seems to be little attempt 
on their part to develop the purely formal side of Nagarjuna’s 
logical arguments, viz. the attempt to formulate definitions with 
the strictest formal rigour and to offer criticisms with that over- 
emphasis of formalism and scholasticism which attained their cul- 
mination in the writings of later Nyaya writers such as Raghunatha 
Siromani, Jagadi$a Bhattācārya, Mathuranatha Bhattācārya and 
Gadādhara Bhattācārya. Itis generally believed that such methods 
of overstrained logical formalism were first started by Gangesa 
Upādhyāya of Mithilā early in the thirteenth century. But the 
truth seems to be that this method of logical formalism was 
steadily growing among certain writers from as early as the tenth 
and eleventh centuries. One notable instance of it is the formu- 
lation of the mahā-vidyā modes of syllogism by Kulārka Pandita 
in the eleventh century. There is practically no reference to this 
mahā-vidyā syllogism earlier than Sriharsa (A.D. 1187)!. References 
to this syllogism are found in the writings of Citsukha Acarya 
(A.D. 1220), Amalananda, called also Vyasaérama (A.D. 1247), 
Anandajfiana (A.D. 1260), Venkata (A.D. 1369), Sesa Sarhgadhara 
(A.D. 1450) and others?. The maha-vidya syllogisms were started 
probably some time in the eleventh century, and they continued 
to be referred to or refuted by writers till the fifteenth century, 
though it is curious to notice that they were not mentioned by 
Gangeša or any of his followers, such as Raghunātha, Jagadisa 
and others, in their discussions on the nature of kevalanvayi types 
of inference. + 


1 gandhe gandhāntara-prasatījikā na ca yuktir asti; tadastitve va kā no hanih; 
tasyā apy asmabhih khaņdanīyatvāt. Srīharga's Khandana-khanda-khddya, p. 1181, 
Chowkhambā edition. 

* athavā ayam ghatah gtadghatānyatve sati vedyatvānadhikaraņānya-padār- 

hatvāt patavad ity-ādimahāvidyā-prayogair api vedyatva-siddhir apy tihaniya.— 
Citsukha Ācārya's Tattva-pradīpikā,p. 13,also p. 304. 'Thecommentator Pratyag- 
rūpa-bhagavān mentions Kulārka Paņdita by name. evam sarvā mahavidyās tac- 
chāyā vānye prayogah khandantya iti—Amalānanda's Vedānta-kalpa-taru, p. 304 
(Benares, 1895). sarvāsv eva mahāvidyāsu, etc.—Anandajfiana’s Tarka-samgraha, 
p. 22. Also Venkata's Nyāya-parisuddhi, pp. 125, 126, 273-276, etc., and 
Tattva-mukta-kalapa with Sarvartha-siddhi, pp. 478, 48 5, 486-49 1. Mr M.R. 
"Telang has collected all the above references to mahā-vidyā in his introduction 
to the Mahā-vidyā-vidambana, Gaekwad's Oriental Series, Baroda, 1920. 
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In all probability maha-vidya syllogisms were first started by 
Kularka Pandita in his Daša-slokt-mahā-vidyā-sūtra containing 
sixteen different types of definitions for sixteen different types 
of mahā-vidyā syllogisms. Assuming that Kulārka Pandita, the 
founder of mahā-vidyā syllogisms, flourished in the eleventh 
century, it may well be suggested that many other writers had 
written on this subject before Vadindra refuted them in the first 
quarter of the thirteenth century. Not only does Vadindra refer 
to the arguments of previous writers in support of maha-vidya and 
in refutation of it in his Mahā-vidyā-vidambana, but Bhuvana- 
sundara Siri also in his commentary on the Maha-vidya-vidambana 
refers to other critics of maha-vidya. Recently two different com- 
mentaries have been discovered on maha-vidya, by Purusottama- 
vana and Pirnaprajiia. Venkata in his Vyāya-parisuddhi refers to 
the Mahā-vidyā, the Mana-manohara and the Pramana-matijari, 
and Šrīnivāsa in his commentary Nyāya-sāra on the Nyāya-pari- 
fuddhi describes them as works which deal with roundabout 
syllogisms (vakranumana)!. This shows that for four or five 
centuries makā-vidyā syllogisms were in certain quarters supported 

_and refuted from the eleventh century to the sixteenth century. 

It is well known that the great Mimamsa writers, such as 
Kumārila Bhatta and his followers, believed in the doctrine of the 
eternity of sounds, while the followers of the Nyāya and Vaisesika, 
called also Yaugacaryas, regarded sound as non-eternal (anitya). 
Mahā-vidyā modes were special modes of syllogism, invented prob- 
ably by Kularka Pandita for refuting the Mimamsa arguments of 
the eternity of sounds and proving the non-eternity of sounds. If 
these modes of syllogism could be regarded as valid, they would 
also have other kinds of application for the proving or disproving 
of other theories and doctrines. The special feature of the maha- 
vidya syllogisms consisted in their attempt to prove a thesis by 
the kevalānvayi method. Ordinarily concomitance (vyāpti) con- 
sists in the existence of the reason (hetu) in association with the 
probandum and its non-existence in all*places where the pro- 
bandum is absent (sādhyābhāvavad-avrttitvam). But the kevalān- 
vayi form of inference which is admitted by the Naiyayikas applies 
to those cases where the probandum is so universal that there is 
no case where it is absent, and consequently it cannot have a 
reason (hetu) whose concomitance with it can be determined by 

1 See M. R. Telang's introduction to the Makā-vidyā-vidambana. 
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its non-existence in all cases where the probandum is absent and 
its existence in all cases where the probandum is present. Thus in 
the proposition, “This is describable or nameable (idam abhi- 
dheyam) because it is knowable (prameyatvat),” both the pro- 
bandum and the reason are so universal that there is no case where 
theirconcomitance can be tested by negative instances. Mahā-vidyā 
syllogisms were forms of kevalānvayi inference of this type, and 
there were sixteen different varieties of it which had this advantage 
associated with them, that, they being kevalānvayi forms of 
syllogism, it was not easy to criticize them by pointing out defects 
or lapses of concomitance of the reason and the probandum, as no 
negative instances are available in their case. In order to make it 
possible that a kevalānvayi form of syllogism should be applicable 
for affirming the non-eternity of sound, Kularka tried to formulate 
propositions in sixteen different ways so that on kevalanvayi lines 
such an affirmation might be made about a subject that by virtue 
of it the non-eternity of sound should follow necessarily as 
the only consequence, other possible alternatives being ruled 
out. It is this indirect approach of inference that has been by 
the critics of mahā-vidyā styled roundabout syllogism. Thus , 
mahā-vidyā has been defined as that method of syllogism by which 
a specific probandum which it is desired to prove by the joint 
method of agreement and difference (3, anvaya-vyatireki-sadhya- 
visesam vady-abhimatam sadhayati)is proved by the necessary impli- 
cation of the existence of a particular probandum in a particular 
subject (2, pakse vyapaka-pratitya-paryavasana-balat), affirmed by 
the existence of hetu in the subject on kevalanvayi lines (1, kevalan- 
vayini vyāpake pravartamāno hetuh). In other words, a reason which 
exists in a probandum inseparably abiding in a subject (paksa) 
without failure (proposition 1) proves (sadhayati), by virtue of the 
fact, that such an unfailing existence of that probandum in that 
subject in that way is only possible under one supposition (pro- 
position 2), namely, the affirmation of another probandum in 
another subject (e.g. the affirmation of the probandum “non- 
eternity” to the subject “sound ”), which is generally sought to be 
proved by the direct method of agreement and difference (pro- 
position 3). This may be understood by following a typical maha- 
vidya syllogism. Thus it is said that by reason of knowability 
(meyatva) as such the self, dissociated from the relations of all 
eternal and non-eternal qualities of all other objects excepting 
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sound, is related to a non-eternal entity (ātmā sabdetaranitya-nitya- 
yavrititvānadhikaraņānitya-vrtti-dharmavān meyatvād ghatavat). 
Now by the qualifying adjunct of “self” the self is dissociated from 
all qualities that it shares with all other eternal and non-eternal 
objects excepting sound, and the consequence is that it is left only 
with some kind of non-eternal quality in relation with sound, as 
this was left out of consideration in the qualifying adjunct, which 
did not take sound within its purview. Since many relations are 
also on the Nyaya view treated as qualities, such a non-eternal 
relation of the self to sound may be their mutual difference or 
their mutual negation (anyonyabhava). Now, if the self, which is 
incontestably admitted to be eternal, has such a non-eternal quality 
or relation to sound, then this can only be under one supposition, 
viz. that sound is non-eternal. But, since all other non-eternal 
relations that the self may have to other non-eternal objects, 
and all other eternal relations that it may have to other eternal 
objects, and all other such relations that it may have to all 
eternal and non-eternal objects jointly, except sound, have already 
been taken out of consideration by the qualifying phrase, the in- 
separable and unfailing non-eternal quality that the self may have, 
in the absence of any negative instances, is in relation to sound; 
but, if it has a non-eternal quality in relation to sound, then this 
can be so only under one supposition, viz. that sound is itself 
non-eternal; for the self is incontestably known as eternal. This 
indirect and roundabout method of syllogism is known as mahā- 
vidya. It is needless to multiply examples to illustrate all the 
sixteen types of propositions of maha-vidya syllogism, as they are 
all formed on the same principle with slight variations. 

Vadindra in his Mahā-vidyā- vidambana refuted these types of 
syllogism as false, and it is not known that any one else tried to 
revive them by refuting Vādīndra's criticisms. Vādīndra styles 
himself in the colophon at the end of the first chapter of 
his Mahā-vidyā-vidambana ** Hara-kinkara-nyāyācārya-parama- 
pandita-bhatta-vadindra,” and in the concluding verse of his work 
refers to Yogīsvara as his preceptor. The above epithets of Hara- 
kinkara, nyayacarya, etc. do not show however what his real name 
was. Mr Telang points out in his introduction to the Maha-vidya- 
vidambana that his pupil Bhatta Rāghava in his commentary on 
Bhasarvajfia's Nyaya-sara, called Nyaya-sara-vicara, refess to him 
by the name Mahādeva. Vādīndra's real name, then, was Mahādeva, 
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and the rest of the epithets were his titles. Bhatta Rāghavasays that 
the name of Vādīndra's father was Saranga. Bhatta Rāghava gives 
hisown datein the Saka era. Thesentencehoweverisliableto two dif- 
ferent constructions, giving us two different dates, viz. A.D. 1252 and 
1352. But, judging from the fact that Vadindra was a religious coun- 
sellorof King Srisimha (also called Singhana), who reigned in Deva- 
giri A.D. 1210-1247, and that in all probability he lived before 
Venkata (A.D. 1267-1369), who refers to his Maha-vidya-vidambana, 
Mr Telang suggests that we should take A.D. 1252 to be the date of 
Bhatta Raghava; and, since he was a pupil of Vadindra, one may 
deduct about 27 years from his date and fix Vadindra’s date as 
A.D. 1225. Mr Telang points out that such a date would agree with 
the view that he was a religious counsellor of King Srisimha. 
Vādīndra refers to Udayana (A.D. 984) and Sivaditya Misra 
(A.D. 975-1025). Mr Telang also refers to two other works of 
Vadindra, viz. Rasa-sāra and Kaņāda-sūtra-nibandha, and argues 
from allusions contained in Vadindra’s Maha-vidya-vidambana 
that he must have written other works in refutation of maha-vidya. 
Vādīndra's Maha-vidya-vidambana consists of three chapters. In the 
first chapter he gives an exposition of the maha-vidya syllogisms ; the 
second and third chaptersare devoted to the refutation of these syllo- 
gisms. Vādīndra's Maha-vidya-vidambana has two commentaries, 
one called Maha-vidya-vidambana-vyakhyana, by Ānandapūrņa 
(A.D. 1600), and the other, called Vyākhyāna-dīpikā, by Bhuvana- 
sundara Süri (A.D. 1400). In addition to these Bhuvanasundara 
Süri also wrote a small work called the Laghu-maha-vidya-vidam- 
bana and a commentary, Maha-vidya-vivarana-tippana, on a 
Maha-vidya-dasasloki-vivarana by an unknown author. 

The main points of Vadindra's criticisms may briefly be stated 
as follows: He says that it is not possible that there should be a 
proper reason (hetu) which has no negative instances (kevalanvayi- 
hetor eva nirvaktum ašakyatvāt). It is difficult to prove that any 
particular quality should exist everywhere and that there should 
not be any instance or case where it does not occur. In the third 
chapter he shows that not only is it not possible to have kevalanvayi 
hetus, but that even in arguments on the basis of such kevalānvayi 
hetu there would be great scope for fallacies of self-contradiction 
(sva-vyaghata) and fallacies of illicit distribution of the middle term 
(anaikantikatva) and the like. He also shows how all these fallacies 
apply to all the maha-vidya syllogisms invented by Kularka Pandita. 
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It is needless for our present purposes to enter into any elaborate 
logical discussion of Vadindra; for the present digression on 
maha-vidya syllogisms is introduced here only to show that 
scholastic logicisms were not first introduced by Sriharsa, but 
had already come into fashion a few centuries before him, 
though Sriharsa was undoubtedly the most prominent of those 
who sought to apply these scholastic methods in philosophy. 

It will thus be seen that the fashion of emphasizing the em- 
ployment of logical formalism as a method in philosophy was 
inherited by the Naiyayikas and Vedantists alike from Buddhists 
like Nagarjuna, Aryadeva and others in the third and the fourth 
centuries and their later successors in the fifth, sixth and seventh 
centuries. But during the eighth, ninth and tenth centuries one 
notices a steady development on this side in the works of prominent 
Nyāya writers such as Vātsyāyana, Uddyotakara, Vacaspati Misra 
and Udayana and Vedāntic authors such as the great master 
Sankaracarya, Vacaspati Mišra and Anandabodha Yati. But the 
school of abstract and dry formalism may be said to have properly 
begun with Kularka Pandita, or the authors of the Mana-manohara 
and Pramana-mafijari in the latter part of the eleventh century, and 
to have been carried on in the works of a number of other writers, 
until we come to Gaūgeša of the early thirteenth century, who 
enlivened it with the subtleties of his acute mind by the introduction 
of the new concepts of avacchedakata, which may be regarded as a 
new turning point after vyāpti. This work was further carried 
on extremely elaborately by his later successors, the great writers 
of this new school of logic (navya-nyāya), Raghunatha Siromani, 
Jagadiga Bhattacarya, Gadadhara Bhattacarya and others. On the 
Vedanta side this formalism was carried on by Sriharsa (A.D. 1187), 
Citsukha of about A.D. 1220 (of whom Vādīndra was a contem- 
porary), Ānandajiāna or Anandagiri of about A.D. 1260 and through 
a number of minor writers until we come to Nrsimhā$rama 
and Madhusūdana Sarasvatī of the seventeenth century. It may 
be surmised that formal criticisms of Srīharsa „were probably 
largely responsible for a new awakening in the Naiyāyikas, who 
began to direct their entire attention to a perfecting of their 
definitions and discussions on strict lines of formal accuracy and 
preciseness to the utter neglect of the collection of new data, new 
experiences or the investigation of new problems or new lines of 
enquiry, which is so essential for the development of true philo- 
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sophy. But, when once they started perfecting the purely logical 
appliances and began to employ them successfully in debates, it 
became essential for all Vedantists also to master the ways of this 
new formalism for the defence of their old views, with utter 
neglect of new creations in philosophy. Thus in the growth of 
the history of the dialectic of logical formalism in the Vedanta 
system of thought it is found that during the eighth, ninth, 
tenth and eleventh centuries the element of formalism was 
at its lowest and the controversies of the Vedanta with the 
Buddhists, Mimamsists and Naiyayikas were based largely on the 
analysis of experience from the Vedantic standpoint and its general 
approach to philosophy. But in the twelfth and the thirteenth 
centuries the controversy was largely with the Nyaya and Vaisesika 
and dominated by considerations of logical formalism above every- 
thing else. Criticisms became for the most part nothing more than 
criticisms of Nyāya and Vaisesika definitions. Parallel to this a 
new force was gradually growing during these centuries in the 
writings of Ramanuja and his followers, and in the succeeding 
centuries the followers of Madhva, the great Vaisnava writer, began 
to criticize the Vedantists (of the Sankara school) very strongly. 
It is found therefore that from the thirteenth or fourteenth century 
the Vedantic attack was largely directed against the followers of 
Ramanuja and Madhva. A history of this controversy will be given 
in the third and fourth volumes of the present work. But the 
method of logical formalism had attained such an importance by 
this time that, though the Vaisņavas brought in many new con- 
siderations and points of view in philosophy, the method of logical 
formalism never lost its high place in dialectic discussions. 


Vedanta Dialectic of Sriharsa (A.D. 1150). 


Srīharsa flourished probably during the middle of the twelfth 
century A.D. Udayana, the great Nyaya writer, lived towards the 
end of the tentli century, as is evident from the colophon of his 
Laksanāvalī!. Sriharsa often refutes the definitions of Udayana, 
and therefore must have flourished after him. Again, the great 
logician Gangega of Mithila refers to Sriharsa and refutes his 


4 °  tarkümbaranka(go6)pramitego atitesu Sakantatah 
varsesūdayanas cakre subodhām laksaņāvalīm. d 
Laksaņāvalī, p. 72, Surendralāl Gosvāmin's edition, Benares, 1900. 
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views, and, since Gangeša lived in A.D. 1200, Sriharsa must have 
lived before that date. Accordingly Sriharsa was after Udayana 
and before Gangesa, i.e. between the tenth and twelfth centuries 
A.D. At the end of his book he refers to himself as honoured by 
the King of Kanauj (Kanyakubjesvara). It is probable that this 
king may be Jayacandra of Kanauj, who was dethroned about 
A.D. 1195!. In his poetical work Naisadha-carita he mentions at 
the end of the several chapters many works of his, such as Arņava- 
varņana, Gaudorvisa-kula-prasasti, Nava-sahasanka-carita, Vijaya- 
prasasti, Siva-sakti-siddhi, Sthairya-vicarana, Chandah-prasasti, 
and also Īsvarābhisandhi and Paficanaliya kavya?. The fact that 
he wrote a work eulogizing the race of the kings of Gauda leads 
one to suspect that he may have been one of the five Brahmans 
invited by Adisüra of Bengal from Kanauj in the early part of 
the eleventh century, in which case Sriharsa would have to be 
placed at that time, and cannot be associated with Jayacandra, 
who was dethroned in A.D. 1195. Sriharsa’s most important philo- 
sophical contribution was the Khandana-khanda-khadya (lit. “the 
sweets of refutation”), in which he attempts to refute all defini- 
tions of the Nyaya system intended to justify the reality of the 
categories of experience and tries to show that the world and 
all world-experiences are purely phenomenal and have no reality 
behind them. The only reality is the self-luminous Brahman of pure 
consciousness*. His polemic is against the Nyāya, which holds that 


1 Ānandapūrņa in his commentary on the Khandana-kharnda-l:hàdya, called 
Dunes phas, explains Kānyakubješvara as Kāšīrāja, i.e. King of Kāšī or 

ienares. 

* None of these however are available. 

5 Sriharsa at the end of this work speaks of having purposely made it ex- 
tremely knotty here and there, so that no one could understand its difficulties 
easily except when explained by the teacher. Thus he says: 

grantha-granthir iha kvacit kvacid api nyāsi prayatnān maya 
prājūammanya-manā hathena pathitimasmin khalah khelatu, 
Sraddharaddha-guruh slathīkrta-drdha-granthih samāsādayat 
tv etat-tarkarasormmi-majjana sukhegv āsatījanam sajjanah. 
Khaņdana-khaņda-khādya, p. 1341. Chowkhambā Sanskrit Book Depot, 
Benares, 1914. 

Several commentaries have been written on this celebrated work by various 
people, e.g. Khaņdana-maņdana by Paramānanda, Khandana-mandana by 
Bhavanātha, Dīdhiti by Raghunātha Širomaņi, Prakāša by Vardhamāna, Vidyā- 
bharaņī by Vidyābharaņa, Vidyā-sāgarī by Vidyāsāgara, Khandana-tika by 
Padmanābha Pandita, Ananda-vardhana by Sankara Mira, Sri-darpana by 
Subhankara, Khandana-maha-tarka by Caritrasimha, Khandana-khandana by 
Pragalbha Misra, Sisya-hitaisint by Padmanabha, Khandana-kuthara by Goku- 
lanàtha Upadhyaya. At least one refutation of it was attempted by the Naiya- 
yikas, as is evidenced by the work of a later Vācaspati (A.D. 1350) from Bengal, 
called Khandanoddhara. 
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whatever is known has a well-defined real existence, and Sriharsa’s 
main point is to prove that all that is known is indefinable and 
unreal, being only of a phenomenal nature and having only a relative 
existence based on practical modes of acceptance, customs and 
conventions. But, though his chief polemic is against the Nyaya, yet, 
since his criticisms are almost wholly of a destructive nature like 
those of Nagarjuna, they could be used, with modifications, no less 
effectively against any other system. Those who criticize with the 
object of establishing positive definitions would object only to 
certain definitions or views of other schools; but both Sriharsa 
and the nihilists are interested in the refutation of all definitions 
as such, and therefore his dialectic would be valid against all views 
and definitions of other systems!. 

He starts with the proposition that none of our awarenesses 
ever stand in need of being further known or are capable of being 
the objects of any further act of knowledge. The difference of 
the Vedānta from the idealistic Buddhists consists in this, that 
the latter hold that everything is unreal and indefinable, not even 
excepting cognitions (vijitāna); while the Vedanta makes an excep- 
tion of cognitions and holds that all the world, excepting knowledge 
or awareness, is indefinable either as existent or non-existent 
(sad-asadbhyam vilaksanam) and is unreal?. 'T'his indefinableness is 
in the nature of all things in the world and all experiences (meya- 
svabhāvānugāminyām anirvacanīyatā), and no amount of in- 
genuity or scholarship can succeed in defining the nature of that 
which has no definable nature or existence. Šrīharsa undertakes to 
show that all definitions of things or categories put forward by the 
Nyāya writers are absolutely hollow and faulty even according to 
the canons of logical discussions and definitions accepted by the 
Naiyāyika; and, if no definition can stand or be supported, it 
necessarily follows that there can be no definitions, or, in other 
words, that ho definitions of the phenomenal world are possible 
and that the world of phenomena and all our so-called experiences 


1 Sriharsa himself admits the similarity of his criticisms to those of Nagarjuna 
and says: “tathā hi yadi daršanesu šūnya-vādānirvacanīya-paksayor àsrayanam 
tada tāvad amisam nir-bādhaiva sarva-pathinata,” etc. Khandana-khanda- 
khādya, pp. 229-230, Chowkhambā Sanskrit Book Depot, Benares, 1914. 

2 By the idealistic Buddhists Sriharse here means the idealism of the 
Lankavatara, from which he quotes the following verse: 

buddhyā vivicyamananam svabhavo nāvadhāryate 
ato nirabhilapyas te nissvabhavas ca desitah. 
Lankāvatāra-sūtra, p. 287, Otani University Press, 1923. 
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of it are indefinable. So the Vedāntist can say that the unreality 
of the world is proved. It is useless for any one to attempt to find 
out what is true by resorting to arguments; for the arguments can 
be proved to be false even by the canons on which they are based. 
If anyone, however, says that the arguments of Sriharsa are open 
to the same objection and are not true, then that would only 
establish his own contention. For Srīharsa does not believe in 
the reality of his arguments and enters into them without any 
assumption of their reality or unreality. It can be contended 
that it is not possible to argue without first admitting the reality 
of the arguments, But such reality cannot be established without 
first employing the pramāņas or valid means of proof; and the 
employment of the pramāņas would require further arguments, 
and these further employment of the pramāņas and so on until 
we have vicious infinite regress. If, however, the very arguments 
employed in accordance with the canons of the opponents to 
destroy their definitions be regarded as false, this would mean that 
the opponents reject their own canons, so that the Vedāntic argu- 
ments in refuting their position would be effective. The Vedānta 
is here interested only in destroying the definitions and positions 
of the opponents; and so, unless the opponents are successful in 
defending their own positions against the attacks of the Vedānta, 
the Vedanta point of view is not refuted. So the manifold world 
of our experience is indefinable, and the one Brahman is absolutely 
and ultimately real. 

Regarding the proof that may be demanded of the ultimate 
oneness Sriharsa says that the very demand proves that the idea of 
ultimate oneness already exists, since, if the idea were not realized, 
no one could think of asking fora proof of it. Now, if it is admitted 
that the idea of absolute oneness is realized (pratita), then the 
question arises whether such realization is right knowledge (pramā) 
or error (apramā). If it is a right idea, then, whatever may have 
produced it, this right idea is to be regarded as valid proof. Ifsuch 
an idea is false, one cannot legitimately ask the Vedāntist to adduce 
any proofs to demonstrate what is false. It may be urged that, 
though the Naiyayika considers it false, it is regarded by the 
Vedāntist as true and hence the Vedāntist may be called upon to 
prove that the way in which or the means of proof through which he 
came to have his idea was true. This, however, the Vedantist would 
readily deny; for, even though the idea of the absolute oneness may 
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be right, yet the way in which one happened to come by this idea 
may be wrong. There may be a fire on a hill; but yet, if one infers 
the existence of such a fire from fog appearing as smoke, then such 
an inference is false, even though the idea of the fire may itself 
be right. Leaving aside the discussion of the propriety of such 
demands on the part of the opponents, the Vedantist says that 
the Upanisadic texts demonstrate the truth of the ultimate oneness 
of reality. 

The ultimate oneness of all things, taught in the Upanisad texts, 
cannot be said to be negatived by our perceptual experience of 
“many.” For our perception deals with individual things of the 
moment and therefore cannot apply to all things of the past, 
present, and future and establish the fact of their all being different 
from one another. Perception applies to the experience of the 
immediate present and is therefore not competent to contradict the 
universal proposition of the oneness of all things, as taught by the 
Upanisads. Again, as Sriharsa says, in our perception of the things 
of experience we do not realize the differences of the perceptual 
objects from ourselves, but the differences among the objects 
themselves. The self-revelation of knowledge also fails to show its 
difference from all objects of the world. The difference, again, of the 
perceived objects from all other things is not revealed in the nature 
of the perceived objects themselves as svarüpa-bheda, or difference 
as being of the nature of the objects which are differenced—if that 
were the case, then the false and erroneous perception of silver 
would also at once manifest its difference from the object (the 
conch-shell) on which the false silver is imposed. In this way 
Sriharsa tried to prove that the purport of non-duality, as asserted 
in the Vedic texts, is not contradicted by any other, stronger, 
proof. Most of these arguments, being of a verbal nature, may 
better here be dropped. The main stress seems to rest on the 
idea that the immediate differences between the things perceived 
do not in the least suggest or imply that they, in their essence 
or in their totality, could not ultimately, as a result of our pro- 
gressive and better knowledge of things, be considered as one 
identical reality (as is asserted in the Upanisads). If perception 
cannot prove anything, inferences by themselves cannot stand 
alone or contradict the non-duality taught in the Upanisads. In 
our wokld of phenomenal experience our minds are always im- 
pressed with the concept of difference; but Sriharga says that the 
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mere existence of an idea does not prove its reality. Words 
can give rise to ideas relating even to absolutely non-existing 
things. 

Again, the concept of “‘ difference" can hardly be defined. If it 
lies involved within the essential nature of all things that differ, 
then difference would be identical with the nature of the things 
that differ. If difference were different from the things that differ, 
then it would be necessary to find out some way of establishing a 
relation between “difference” and the things that differ, and this 
might require another connection, and that another, and so we 
should have a vicious endless series. He says that “difference ” 
may be looked upon from a number of possible points of view. 
Firstly, “difference” is supposed to be of the nature of things. 
But a “difference” which is of the nature of the things which 
differ must involve them all in one; for there cannot be any 
difference without referring to the things from which there is 
difference. If by book" we mean its difference from table, then 
the table has to enter into the nature of the book, and that would 
mean the identity of the table and the book. There is no meaning 
in speaking of “difference” as being the thing, when such differ- 
ences can only be determined by a reference to other things. If 
“ difference" be the nature of a thing, such a nature cannot be in 
need of being determined by other things. One thing, say a book, 
is realized as being different from a table—the nature of the 
difference may here be described as being “the quality of being 
distinguished from a table"; but "the quality of being distin- 
guished” would have no meaning or locus standi, unless “ the table” 
were also taken with it. If anyone says that a book is identical with 
"the quality of being distinguished from," then this will in- 
variably include “the table” also within the essence of the book, 
as "the table" is a constituent of the complex quality “to be dis- 
tinguished from,” which necessarily means “to be distinguished 
from a table.” So on this view also *' the table” and all other things 
which could be distinguished from the book are involved in the 
very essence of all things—a conclusion which contradicts the very 
concept of difference. It may also be pointed out that the concept 
of difference is entirely extraneous to the concept of things as they 
are understood or perceived. The notion of “difference” is itself 


„different from the notion of the book and the table, whether jointly 


or SSgarately. The joint notion of the book and the table is different 
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from the notion that “the book differs from the table." For under- 
standing the nature of a book it is not necessary that one should 
understand previously its difference from a table. Moreover, even 
though the notion of difference may in some sense be said to lead 
to our apprehension of individual things, the apprehension of such 
individual things does not carry with it the idea that it is on account 
of such difference that the individual things are perceived. It is 
through similarity or resemblance between two things—say be- 
tween a wild cow (gavaya) and the domestic cow (go)—that a man 
can recognize an animal as a wild cow; but yet, when he so con- 
siders an animal as a wild cow, he does not invariably because 
of such a resemblance to a cow think the animal to be a wild 
cow. The mental decision regarding an animal as a cow or a wild 
cow takes place immediately without any direct participation of 
the cause which produced it. So, even though the notion of differ- 
ence may be admitted to be responsible for our apprehension of 
the different individual things, an apprehension of an individual 
thing does not involve as a constituent any notion of difference. 
It is therefore wrong to think that things are of the nature of 
difference. 

In another view, wherein difference is interpreted as “mental 
negation” or **otherness" (anyonyābhāva), this “otherness” (say 
of the book from the table) is explained as being the negation of 
the identity of one with the other. When one says that the book is 
other than the table, what is meant is that identity of the book with 
the table is denied. Sriharsa here raises the objection that, if the 
identity of the book with the table was absolutely chimerical, like the 
hare's horn, such a denial of identity would be absolutely meaning- 
less. It cannot, again, be suggested that this mental negation, or 
negation as otherness, means the denial of one class-concept in 
respect of another (e.g. that of book on the table); for there is in 
these class-concepts no such special characteristic (dharma) by 
virtue of which one could be denied of the other or they could be 
distinguished from each other, since the Naiyayika, against whom 
Sriharsa's arguments are directed, does not admit that class-con- 
cepts possess any distinguishing qualities. In the absence of such 
distinguishing qualities they may be regarded as identical: but in 
that case the denial of one class-concept (say of the table) would 
involve*the denial of the class-concept of the thing itself (e.g. the 
book), since the class-concepts of the book and the table,not having 
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any distinguishing gualities, are identical; and, further, through 
mental denial both the book and the table would be devoid of the 
class-concepts of book and table, and so there would be no way of 
distinguishing one thing from another, book from table. It is easy 
to see therefore that there is no way of making a special case re- 
garding negation as otherness (anyonyabhava). Again, if difference 
is regarded as the possession of opposite characters (vaidharmya), 
then also it may be asked whether the opposite characters have 
further opposite characters to distinguish them from one another, 
and these again others, and so there is a vicious infinite; if these 
are supposed to stop anywhere, then the final characters at that 
stage, not having any further opposite characters to distinguish 
them, would be identical, and hence all opposite characters in the 
backward series would be meaningless and all things would be 
identical. If on the contrary it is admitted at the very first stage 
that opposite or differing characters have no differing characters to 
distinguish them from one another, then the characters will be 
identical. Again, it may be asked whether these distinguishing 
characters are themselves different from the objects which possess 
them or not. If they are different, one may again ask concerning 
the opposing characters which lead to this difference and then again 
about other opposing characters of these, and so on. If these 
infinite differences were to hold good, they could not arrive in less 
than infinite time, whereas the object is finite and limited in time. 
If, again, they came all at once, there would be such a disorderly 
medley of these infinite differences that there would be no way of 
determining their respective substrates and their orderly successive 
dependence on one another. And, since in the series the earlier 
terms of difference can only be established by the establishment 
of the later terms of difference, the forward movement in search 
of the later terms of difference, in support of the earlier terms 
of difference, makes these earlier terms of difference un- 
necessary. 

It cannot, therefore, be said that our perceptioa of differences 
has any such intrinsic validity that it can contradict the ultimate 
unity taught in the Upanisad texts. Sriharsa does not deny that 
we perceive seeming differences in all things, but he denies their 


1 prathama-bhedāsvīkāra-prayojanasya bheda-vyavahārāder dvitīya-bhedād 
eva siddheh prathama-bhedo vyarthah syad eva, dvitīya-bhedādi-prayojanasya 
trtīya-bhedādinaiva siddheh so pi vyarthah syāt. Vidyā-sāgarī on Khandana- 
khanda-khàdya, p. 206. Chowkhambā Sanskrit Book Depot, Benares, 1914. 
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ultimate validity, since he considers them to be due to avidyā or 
nescience alone!. 

The chief method of Sriharsa's dialectic depends upon the 
assumption that the reality of the things that one defines depends 
upon the unimpeachable character of the definitions; but all 
definitions are faulty, as they involve the fallacy of argument in a 
circle (cakraka), and hence there is no way in which the real nature 
of things can be demonstrated or defined. Our world of experience 
consists of knower, known and knowledge; if a knower is defined 
as the possessor of knowledge, knowledge can only be understood 
by a reference to the knower; the known, again, can be understood, 
only by a reference to knowledge and the knower, and so there is 
a circle of relativity which defies all attempts at giving an inde- 
pendent definition of any of these things. It is mainly this rela- 
tivity that in specific forms baffles all attempts at definition of 
all categories. 


Application of the Dialectic to the Different Categories 
and Concepts. 


Srīharsa first takes for his criticism the definitions of right 
cognition. Assuming the definition of right cognition to be the 
direct apprehension of the real nature of things, he first urges that 
such a definition is faulty, since, if one accidentally guesses rightly 
certain things hidden under a cover and not perceived, or makes 
a right inference from faulty data or by fallacious methods, though 
the awareness may be right, it cannot be called right cognition?. 
It is urged that cognition, in order to be valid, must be produced 
through unerring instruments; here, however, is a case of chance 
guesses which may sometimes be right without being produced by 
unerring instruments of senses. Nor can correspondence of the 
cognition with its object (yatharthanubhavah prama) be regarded 
as a proper definition of right cognition. Such correspondence can 
be defined as meaning either that which represents the reality of 
the object itself or similarity to the object. The real nature of 

. 1 na vayam bhedasya sarvathaivasattvam abhyupagacchamah, kim nama na 
pāramārthikam sattvam; avidyā-vidyamānatvam tu tadīyam isyata eva. Khaņ- 
dana-khanda-khadya, p. 214. 

* Eg. when a man rightly guesses the number of shells closed in another 
man's hánd, or when one makes a false inference of fire on a hill from a fog 


looking like smoke from a distance and there is fire on the hill by chance—his 
judgment may be right though his inference may be false. 
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an object is indeterminable, and so correspondence of awareness 
with the object may rather be defined as similarity of the former 
to the latter. If this similarity means that the awareness must 
have such a character as is possessed by the object (jūāna- 
visayīkrtena rüpena sadrsyam), then this is clearly impossible; for 
gualities that belong to the object cannot belong to the awareness 
—there may be an awareness of two white hard marbles, but the 
awareness is neither two, nor white, nor hard!. It may be urged 
that the correspondence consists in this, that the whiteness etc. 
belong to the object as qualities possessed by it, whereas they 
belong to awareness as being qualities which it reveals?. But that 
would not hold good in the case of illusory perception of silver 
in a conch-shell; the awareness of “before me” in the perception 
of “before me the silver” has to be admitted as being a right 
cognition. If this is admitted to be a right cognition, then it 
was meaningless to define right cognition as true correspondence ; 
it might as well have been defined as mere cognition, since all 
cognition would have some object to which it referred and so far as 
that only was concerned all cognitions would be valid. If, however, 
entire correspondence of thought and object be urged, then partial 
correspondence like the above can hardly be considered satisfactory. 
But, if entire correspondence is considered indispensable, then the 
correctness of the partial correspondence has to be ignored, whereas 
it is admitted by the Naiyayika that, so far as reference to an object 
is concerned, all cognitions are valid; only the nature of cognition 
may be disputed as to right or wrong, when we are considering the 
correspondence of the nature of the object and the nature charac- 
terized by the awareness of the object. If entire correspondence 
with the object is not assured, then cognition of an object with 
imperfect or partial correspondence, due to obstructive circum- 
stances, has also to be rejected as false. Again, since the 
correspondence always refers to the character, form or appearance 
of the thing, all our affirmations regarding the objects to which the 
characters are supposed to belong would be false. * 

Referring to Udayana’s definition of right cognition as samyak 
paricchitti, or proper discernment, Sriharsa says that the word 

1 dvau ghatau suklav ityatra rūba-samkhyādi-samavāyitvam na jūānasya 
guņatvād atah prakāšamāna-rūpeņa artha-sadrsyam jitānasya nāsti—asti ca tasya 
Jānasya tatra ghatayoh pramātvam. Vidyā-sāgarī on Khandana, p. 398. 


* arthasya hi yathā samavayad rüpam visesaņībhavati tathā visayabhāvāj 
Jūānasyāpi tad-visesanam bhavaty eva. Khandana, p. 399. 
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*samyak” (proper) is meaningless; for, if samyak means "entire, 
then the definition is useless, since it is impossible to see all the 
visible and invisible constituent parts of a thing, and no one but 
an omniscient being could perceive a thing with all its characters, 
properties or gualities. If right discernment means the discern- 
ment of an object with its special distinguishing features, this again 
is unintelligible; for even in wrong cognition, say of conch-shell 
as silver, the perceiver seems to perceive the distinguishing marks 
of silver in the conch-shell. The whole point lies in the difficulty 
of judging whether the distinguishing marks observed are real or 
not, and there is no way of determining this. If, again, the dis- 
tinguishing features be described as being those characteristics 
without the perception of which there can be no certain knowledge 
and the perception of which ensures right cognition, then it may 
well be pointed out that it is impossible to discover any feature of 
any cognition of which one can be positively certain that it is not 
wrong. A dreamer confuses all sorts of characters and appearances 
and conceives them all to be right. It may be urged that in the 
case of right perception the object is perceived with its special 
distinguishing features, as in the case of the true perception of 
silver, whereas in the case of the false perception of silver in the 
conch-shell no such distinguishing features are observed. But 
even in this case it would be difficult to define the essential nature 
of the distinguishing features; for, if any kind of distinguishing 
feature would do, then in the case of the false perception of silver 
in the conch-shell the distinguishing feature of being before the 
eyes is also possessed by the conch-shell. If all the particular 
distinguishing features are insisted on, then there will be endless 
distinguishing features, and it would be impossible to make any 
definition which would include them all. The certitude of a cogni- 
tion which contradicts a previous wrong cognition would often be 
liable to the same objection as the wrong cognition itself, since 
the nature of the special distinguishing features which would 
establish its validity cannot be established by any definition of 
right knowledge. 

Arguing against the definition of right cognition as “appre- 
hension which is not incorrect or not defective” (avyabhicārī 
anubhavah), Šrīharsa says that "not incorrect" or “not defective" 
cannot*mean that the cognition must exist only at the time when 
the object exists; for then inferential cognition, which often refers 
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to past and future things, would be false. Neither can it mean 
that the cognition coexists in space with its objects; nor can it 
mean that the right cognition is similar to its object in all respects, 
since cognition is so different in nature from the object that it is 
not possible that there should be any case in which it would be 
similar thereto in all respects. And, if the view that an awareness 
and its object are one and the same be accepted, then this would 
apply even to those cases where one object is wrongly perceived 
as another; and hence the word *' avyabhicārī” is not sufficient to 
distinguish right knowledge from wrong cognition. 

Arguing against the Buddhist definition of right cognition as 
"an apprehension which is not incompatible (avisamvadi) with the 
object known," Sriharsa tries to refute the definition in all the 
possible senses of incompatibility of cognition with object which 
determines wrong knowledge. If the definition is supposed to 
restrict right cognition to cognition which is cognized by another 
cognition as being in agreement with its object, then a wrong 
cognition, repeated successively through a number of moments 
and found to be in agreement with its object through all the 
successive moments until it is contradicted, would also have to 
be admitted as right, because in this case the previous cognition 
is certified by the cognition of the succeeding moments. If, again, 
right cognition is defined as a cognition the incompatibility of 
which with its object is not realized by any other cognition, then 
also there are difficulties in the way. For even a wrong cognition 
may for some time be not contradicted by any other cognition. 
Moreover, the vision of the conch-shell by the normal eye as 
white may be contradicted by the later vision by the jaundiced 
eye as yellow. If it is urged that the contradiction must be by 
a faultless later cognition, then it may be pointed out that, 
if there had been any way of defining faultless cognition, the 
definition of right cognition would have been very easy. On 
the other hand, unless right cognition is properly defined, 
there is no meaning in speaking of faulty or wrong cognition. If 
right cognition is defined as a cognition which has causal efficiency, 
that in fact is not a proper definition; for even the wrong 
cognition of a snake might cause fear and even death. If it is urged 
that the causal efficiency must be exercised by the object in the 
same form in which it is perceived, then it is very difficult to 
ascertain this; and there may be a false cognition of causal effi- 
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ciency also; hence it would be very difficult to ascertain the nature 
of right cognition on the basis of causal efficiency. Sriharga points 
out again that in a similar way Dharmakirti's definition of right 
cognition as enabling one to attain the object (artha-prāpakatva) is 
also unintelligible, since it is difficult to determine which object can 
be actually attained and which not, and the notion that the thing 
may be attained as it is perceived may be present even in the case 
of the wrong perception of silver in the conch-shell. If right 
cognition is defined as cognition which is not contradicted, then 
it may be asked whether the absence of contradiction is at the 
time of perception only, in which case even the wrong perception 
of silver in the conch-shell would be a right cognition, since it is 
uncontradicted at least at the time when the illusion is produced. 
If it is urged that a right cognition is that which is not contradicted 
at any time, then we are not in a position to assert the rightness 
of any cognition; for it is impossible to be certain that any par- 
ticular cognition will never at any time be contradicted, 

After showing that it is impossible to define right cognition 
(pramā) Sriharga tries to show that it is impossible to define the 
idea of instruments (karaņa) or their operative action (vyāpāra) 
as involved in the idea of instruments of cognition (pramāņa). 
Sriharsa attempts to show that instrumentality as an agent cannot 
be separately conceived as having an independent existence, since it 
is difficult to determine its separate existence. It would be a long 
tale to go into all the details of this discussion as set forth by 
Sriharsa, and for our present purposes it is enough to know that 
Sriharsa refuted the concept of “instrumentality” as a separate 
agent, both as popularly conceived or as conceived in Sanskrit 
grammar. He also discusses a number of alternative meanings 
which could be attributed to the concept of “karana,” or instru- 
ment, and shows that none of these meanings can be satisfactorily 
justified". 

In refuting the definition of perception he introduces a long 
discussion showing the uselessness of defining perception as an 
instrument of right knowledge. Perception is defined in the Nyāya 
as cognition which arises through the contact of a particular sense 
with its object; but it is impossible to know whether any cognition 
has originated from sense-contact, since the fact of the production 


+1 Among many other definitions Srtharga also refutes the definition of karapa 
as given by Uddyotakara—" yadedn eva karoti tat karanam," Khandana, p. $06. 
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of knowledge from sense-contact cannot itself be directly perceived 
or known by any other means. Since in perception the senses 
are in contact on the one hand with the self and on the other 
hand with the external objects, Sriharsa urges by a series of argu- 
ments that, unless the specific object with which the sense is in 
contact is mentioned in each case, it would be difficult to formulate 
a definition of perception in such a way that it would imply only 
the revelation of the external object and not the self, which is as 
much in contact with the sense as is the object. Again, the specifi- 
cation of the object in the case of each perception would make it 
particular, and this would defeat the purposes of definition, which 
can only apply to universal concepts. Arguing against a possible 
definition of perception as immediateness, Sriharsa supposes that, 
if perception reveals some specific quality of the object as its per- 
manent attribute, then, in order that this quality may be cognized, 
there ought to be another attribute, and this would presuppose 
another attribute, and so there would be an infinite regress; and, 
if at any stage of the infinite regress it is supposed that no further 
attribute is necessary, then this involves the omission of the preced- 
ing determining attributes, until the possibility of the perception 
is also negatived. If this immediateness be explained as a cognition 
produced by the instrumentality of the sense-organs, this again is 
unintelligible; for the instrumentality of sense-organs is incom- 
prehensible. Sriharsa takes a number of alternative definitions of 
perceptions and tries to refute them all more or less in the same 
way, mostly by pointing out verbal faults in the formulation of the 
definitions, 

Citsukha Ācārya, a commentator on Šrīharsa's Khaņdana- 
khanda-khadya, offers a refutation of the definition of perception 
ina much more condensed form. He points out that the definition 
of perception by Aksapāda as an uncontradicted cognition arising 
out of sense-contact with the object is unintelligible. How can we 
know that a cognition would not be contradicted? It cannot be 
known from a knowledge of the faultlessness of tle collocating cir- 
cumstances, since the faultlessness can be known only if there is no 
contradiction, and hence faultlessness cannot be known previously 
and independently, and the collocating circumstances would con- 
tain many elements which are unperceivable. It is also impossible 
to say whether any experience will for ever remain uncontradicted. 
Nor can it again be urged that right cognition is that which can 
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produce an effort on the part of the perceiver (pravrtti-samarthya) ; 
for even an illusory knowledge can produce an effort on the part 
of the perceiver who is deceived by it. Mere achievement of the 
result is no test for the rightness of the cognition; for a man may 
see the lustre of a gem and think it to be a gem and really get the 
gem, yet it cannot be doubted that his apprehension of the ray of 
the gem as the gem was erroneous!. In the case of the perception 
of stars and planets there is no chance of any actual attainment of 
those objects, and yet there is no reason to deny the validity of 
the cognitions. 

Passing over the more or less verbal arguments of Sriharsa in 
refutation of the definitions of inference (anumāna) as linga-para- 
marsa or the realization of the presence in the minor term (paksa, 
e.g. the mountain) of a reason or probans (liriga, e.g. smoke) which 
is always concomitant with the major term (sadhya, e.g. fire), or as 
invariable concomitance of the probans with the probandum or the 
major term (sadhya, e.g. fire), and its other slightly modified 
varieties, I pass on to his criticism of the nature of concomitance 
(vyapti), which is at the root of the notion of inference. It is urged 
that the universal relationship of invariable concomitance required 
in oyāpti cannot be established unless the invariable concomitance 
of all the individuals involved in a class be known, which is 
impossible. The Naiyayika holds that the mind by a sort of 
mental contact with class-concepts or universals, called samanya- 
pratyāsatti, may affirm of all individuals of a class without actually 
experiencing all the individuals. It is in this way that, perceiving 
the invariable concomitance of smoke and fire in a large number of 
cases, one understands the invariable concomitance of smoke with 
fire by experiencing a sort of mental contact with the class-concept 
“smoke” when perceiving smoke on a distant hill. Sriharsa argues 
in refutation of such an interpretation that, if all individual smoke 
may be known in such a way by a mental contact with class-con- 
cepts, then by a mental contact with the class-concept “ knowable” 
we might know all individual knowables and thus be omniscient as 
well. A thing is knowable only as an individual with its specific 
qualities as such, and therefore to know a thing as a knowable 
would involve the knowledge of all such specific qualities; for the 


1 dysyate hi mani-prabhayam mani-buddhyd pravartamānasya mani-prapteh 
pravrtti-samarthyam na cāvyabhicāritvam. Tattva-pradīpikā, p. 218. Nirņaya- 
Sāgara Press, Bombay, 1915. 
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class-concept “knowable” would involve all individuals which have 
a specific knowable character. It may be urged that knowability is 
one single character, and that things may be otherwise completely 
different and may yet be one so far as knowability is concerned, and 
hence the things may remain wholly unknown in their diversity of 
characters and may yet be known so far as they are merely know- 
able. To this Sriharsa answers that the class-concept **knowable " 
would involve all knowables and so even the diversity of characters 
would be involved within the meaning of the term ''knowable.” 

Again, assuming for the sake of argument that it is possible 
to have a mental contact with class-concepts through individuals, 
how can the invariable concomitance itself be observed? If our 
senses could by themselves observe such relations of concomitance, 
then there would be no possibility of mistakes in the observation 
of such concomitance. But such mistakes are committed and 
corrected by later experience, and there is no way in which one 
can account for the mistake in the sense-judgment. Again, if this 
invariable concomitance be defined as avinübhava, which means 
that when one is absent the other is also absent, such a definition 
is faulty; for it may apply to those cases where there is no real 
invariable concomitance. Thus there is no real concomitance be- 
tween “earth” and “possibility of being cut”; yet in ākāša there 
is absence of earth and also the absence of “possibility of being 
cut.” If it is urged that concomitance cannot be determined by a 
single instance of the absence of one tallying with the absence of 
the other, it must be proved that universally in all instances of the 
absence of the one, e.g. the fire, there is also the absence of the 
other, e.g. the smoke. But it is as difficult to ascertain such uni- 
versal absence as it is to ascertain universal concomitance. Again, 
if this concomitance be defined as the impossibility of the presence 
of the middle term, the reason or the probans, where the major 
term or the probandum is also absent, then also it may be said that 
it is not possible to determine such an impossibility either by sense- 
knowledge or by any other means. » 

Now tarka or eliminatory consideration in judging of possi- 
bilities cannot be considered as establishing invariable concomi- 
tance; for all arguments are based on invariable concomitance, and 
Such an assumption would lead to a vicious mutual interdepend- 
ence. The great logician Udayana objects to this and says that, if 
invariable concomitance between smoke and fire be denied, then 
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there are strong arguments (tarka) against such a denial (badhakas 
tarkah), namely, that, if smoke is not regarded as concomitant 
with fire, then smoke would either exist without any cause or not 
exist at all, which is impossible. But Sriharsa says that there is 
room for an alternative proposition which Udayana misses, namely, 
that smoke is due to some cause other than fire. It may be that 
there are smokes which are not caused by fire. How can one be 
sure that all smokes are caused by fire? There may be differences 
in these two classes of fire which remain unnoticed by us, and so 
there is always room for the supposition that any particular smoke 
may not be caused by fire, and such doubts would make inference 
impossible. Udayana had however contended that, if you entertain 
the doubt, with regard to a future case, that it is possible that there 
may be a case in which the concomitance may be found wrong, 
then the possibility of such a doubt (sa#ka@) must be supported by 
inference, and the admission of this would involve the admission of 
inference. If such an exaggerated doubt be considered illegitimate, 
there is no obstruction in the way of inference. Doubts can be enter- 
tained only so long as such entertainment of doubts is compatible 
with practical life. Doubts which make our daily life impossible are 
illegitimate. Every day one finds that food appeases hunger, and, 
if in spite of that one begins to doubt whether on any particular day 
when he is hungry he should take food or not, then life would 
be impossible. Sriharsa, however, replies to this contention by 
twisting the words of Udayana's own karika, in which he says that, 
so long as there is doubt, inference is invalid; if there is no doubt, 
this can only be when the invalidity of the inference has been 
made manifest, and until such invalidity is found there will always 
be doubts. Hence the argument of possibilities (tarka) can never 
remove doubts?. 

Sriharsa also objects to the definition of “invariable concomi- 
tance" as a natural relation (svabhavikah sambandhah). He rejects 
the term “natural relation” and says that invariable concomitance 


i " faünkà ced anumāsty eva 
na cec chanka tatastarām 
vyāghātāvadhir asankà 
tarkah $ankavadhir matah. 
, Kusumātijali, m1, 7. Chowkhambā Sanskrit Book Depot, Benares, 1912. 
vyāghāto yadi sankasti 
na cec chanká tatastarām 
o vyāghātāvadhir asanka 
tarkah sanka@vadhih kutah. 
Khaņdana-khaņda-khādya, p. 693. 
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would not be justifiable in any of its possible meanings, such as 
(i) depending on the nature of the related (sambandhi-svabhāva- 
Srita), (ii) produced by the nature of the related (sambandhi-sva- 
bhava-janya), (iii) not different from the nature constituting the re- 
latedness, since, as these would be too wide and would apply even 
to those things which are not invariable concomitants, e.g. all that 
is earthen can be scratched with an iron needle. Though in some 
cases earthen objects may be scratched with an iron needle, not all 
earthen objects can be so scratched. He further refutes the defini- 
tion of invariable concomitance as a relation not depending upon 
conditional circumstances (upadhi). Without entering into the 
details of Sriharsa’s argument it may be pointed out that it rests 
very largely on his contention that conditionality of relations can- 
not be determined without knowledge of the nature of invariable 
concomitance and also that invariable concomitance cannot be 
determined without a previous determination of the conditionality 
of relations. 

Sriharsa's brief refutation of analogy, implication and testimony, 
as also his refutation of the definitions of the different fallacies of 
inference, are not of much importance from a philosophical point 
of view, and need not be detailed here. 

Turning now to Sriharsa's refutation of the Nyāya categories, 
we note that he begins with the refutation of “ being" or positivity 
(bhavatva). He says that being cannot be defined as being existent 
in itself, since non-being is also existent in itself ; we can with as 
much right speak of being as existing as of non-being as existing; 
both non-being and being may stand as grammatical nominatives 
of the verb “exists.” Again, each existing thing being unique in 
itself, there is no common quality, such as ** existence” or “ being," 
which is possessed by them all. Again, “being” is as much a 
negation of “non-being” as “non-being” of “being”; hence 
"being" cannot be defined as that which is not a negation of 
anything. Negation is a mere form of. speech, and both being and 
non-being may be expressed in a negative form.. 

"Turning to the category of non-being (abkāva), Sriharsa says 
that it cannot be defined as negation of anything; for being may 
as well be interpreted as a negation of non-being as non-being of 
being (bhavabhavayor dvayor api paraspara-pratiksepatmakatvat). 
Nor again can non-being be defined as that which opposes being; 
for not all non-being is opposed to all being (e.g. in "there is no jug 
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on the ground” the absence of jug does not oppose the ground in 
respect of which the jug is denied); if non-being opposes some 
existent things, then that does not differentiate negation ; for there 
are many existent things which are opposed to one another (e.g. 
the horse and the bull). 

In refuting the Nyāya definition of substance (dravya) as that 
which is the support of qualities, Sriharsa says that even qualities 
appear to have numeral and other qualities (e.g. we speak of two 
or three colours, of a colour being deep or light, mixed or primary 
—and colour is regarded as quality). If it is urged that this is a 
mistake, then the appearance of the so-called substances as being 
endowed with qualities may also be regarded as equally erroneous. 
Again, what is meant by defining substance as the support (āsraya) 
of qualities? Since qualities may subsist in the class-concept of 
quality (gunatva), the class-concept of quality ought to be regarded 
as substance according to the definition. It may be urged that a 
substance is that in which the qualities inhere. But what would 
be the meaning here of the particle “in”? How would one dis- 
tinguish the false appearance, to a jaundiced eye, of yellowness in 
a white conch-shell and the real appearance of whiteness in the 
conch-shell? Unless the falsity of the appearance of yellow in the 
conch-shell is realized, there can be no difference between the one 
case and the other. Again, substance cannot be defined as the 
inhering or the material cause (samavāyi-kāraņa), since it is not 
possible to know which is the inhering cause and which is not; for 
number is counted as a guality, and colour also is counted as a 
quality, and yet one specifies colours by numbers, as one, two, or 
many colours. i 

Furthermore, the Nyaya definition of quality as that which has 
a genus and is devoid of qualities is unintelligible; for the defini- 
tion involves the concept of quality, which is sought to be defined. 
Moreover, as pointed out above, even qualities, such as colours, 
have numeral qualities; for we speak of one, two or many colours. 
It is only by holding to this appearance of qualities endowed with 
numeral qualities that the definition of quality can be made to stand, 
and it is again on the strength of the definition of quality that such 
appearances are to be rejected as false. If colours are known as 
qualities in consideration of other reasons, then these, being en- 
dowed with numeral qualities, could not for that very reason be 
called qualities; for qualities belong according to definition only to 
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substances. Even the numerals themselves are endowed with the 
guality of separateness. So there would not be a single instance 
that the Naiyāyika could point to as an example of guality. 

Speaking of relations, Sriharsa points out that, if relation is to 
be conceived as something subsisting in a thing, then its meaning 
is unintelligible. The meaning of relation as “in” or “herein” is 
not at all clear; for the notion of something being a container 
(ādhāra) is dependent on the notion of the concept of “in” or 
“herein,” and that concept again depends on the notion of a 
container, and there is no other notion which can explain either of 
the concepts independently. The container cannot be supposed to 
be an inhering cause; for in that case such examples as “there is 
a grape in this vessel” or “the absence of horns in a hare" would 
be unexplainable. He then takes a number of possible meanings 
which can be given to the notion of a container; but these, not 
being philosophically important, are omitted here. He also deals 
with the impossibility of defining the nature of the subject-object 
relation (visaya-visayi-bhava) of knowledge. 

In refuting the definition of cause Sriharsa says that cause 
cannot be defined as immediate antecedence ; for immediate antece- 
dence can be ascribed only to the causal operation, which is always 
an intervening factor between the cause and the effect. If, on 
the theory that what (e.g. the causal operation) belongs to a thing 
(e.g. the cause) cannot be considered as a factor which stands 
between it (cause) and that which follows it (effect), the causal 
operation be not regarded as a separate and independent factor, then 
even the cause of the cause would have to be regarded as one with 
the cause and therefore cause. But, if it is urged that, since the 
cause of the cause is not an operation, it cannot be regarded as 
being one with the cause, one may well ask the opponent to define 
the meaning of operation. If the opponent should define it as that 
factor without which the cause cannot produce the effect, then the 
accessory circumstances and common and abiding conditions, such 
as the natural laws, space, and so forth, without which an effect 
cannot be produced, are also to be regarded as operation, which 
is impossible. Further, “operation” cannot be qualified as being 
itself produced by the cause; for it is the meaning of the concept 
of cause that has still to be explained and defined. If, again, cause 
is defined as the antecedence of that which is other than the not- 
cause, then this again would be faulty; for one cannot understand 
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the *not-cause" of the definition without understanding what is 
the nature of cause, and vice-versa. Moreover, space, being a per- 
manent substance, is always present as a not-cause of anything, 
and is yet regarded as the cause of sound. If, again, cause is defined 
as that which is present when the effect is present and absent when 
the effect is absent, this would not explain the causality of space, 
which is never known to be absent. If, again, cause is defined as 
invariable antecedence, then permanent substances such as space 
are to be regarded as the sole causes of effects. If, however, in- 
variable antecedence be understood to mean unconditional ante- 
cedence, then two coexistent entities such as the taste and the 
colour of an earthen pot which is being burnt must mutually be 
the cause of the colour and the taste of the burnt earthen pot; for 
neither does the colour condition taste, nor does the taste condition 
colour. Moreover, if mere invariable antecedents be regarded as 
cause, then the invariably preceding symptoms of a disease are to 
be regarded as the cause of the disease on account of their in- 
variable antecedence. Again, causality cannot be regarded as a 
specific character or quality belonging to certain things, which 
quality can be directly perceived by us as existing in things. Thus 
we may perceive the stick of the potter’s wheel to be the cause 
of the particular jugs produced by it, but it is not possible to 
perceive caušality as a general quality of a stick or of any other 
thing. If causality existed only with reference to things in general, 
then it would be impossible to conceive of the production of 
individual things, and it would not be possible for anyone to know 
which particular cause would produce a particular effect. On the 
other hand, it is not possible to perceive by the senses that an 
individual thing is the cause of a number of individual effects; for 
until these individual effects are actually produced it is not possible 
to perceive them, since perception involves sense-contact as its 
necessary condition. It is not necessary for our present purposes 
to enter into all the different possible concepts of cause which 
Sriharsa seeks te refute: the above examination is expected to 
give a fairly comprehensive idea of the methods of Sriharsa’s 
refutation of the category of cause. 

Nor is it possible within the limited range of the present work 
to give a full account of all the different alternative defences of the 
various Categories accepted in Nyaya philosophy, or of all the 
various ways in which Šrīharsa sought to refute them in his 
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Khandana-khanda-khadya. Y have therefore attempted to give here 
only some specimens of the more important parts of his dialectical 
argument. The chief defect of Sriharsa's criticisms is that they 
often tend to grow into verbal sophisms, and lay greater stress on 
the faults of expression of the opponent's definitions and do not do 
him the justice of liberally dealing with his generalideas. Itis easy 
to see how these refutations of the verbal definitions of the Nyaya 
roused the defensive spirit of the Naiyayikas into re-stating their 
definitions with proper qualificatory phrases and adjuncts, by which 
they avoided the loopholes left in their former definitions for the 
attack of Sriharsa and other critics. In one sense, therefore, the 
criticisms of Sriharsa and some of his followers had done a great 
disservice to the development of later Nyaya thought; for, unlike 
the older Nyaya thinkers, later Nyāya writers, like Gangesa, 
Raghunātha and others, were mainly occupied in inventing suitable 
qualificatory adjuncts and phrases by which they could define their 
categories in such a way that the undesirable applications and 
issues of their definitions, as pointed out by the criticisms of their 
opponents, could be avoided. If these criticisms had mainly been 
directed towards the defects of Nyaya thought, later writers would 
not have been forced to take the course of developing verbal ex- 
pressions at the expense of philosophical profundity and acuteness. 
Sriharsa may therefore be said to be the first great writer who is 
responsible indirectly for the growth of verbalism in later Nyāya 
thought. 

Another defect of Sriharsa's criticisms is that he mainly limits 
himself to criticizing the definitions of Nyàya categories and does 
not deal so fully with the general ideas involved in such categories 
of thought. Itought, however, in all fairness to Sriharsa to be said 
that, though he took the Nyāya definitions as the main objective 
of his criticisms, yet in dealing with the various alternative varia- 
tions and points of view of such definitions he often gives an 
exhaustive treatment of the problems involved in the discussion. 
But in many cases his omissions become very glering. Thus, for 
example, in his treatment of relations he only tries to refute the 
definitions of relation as container and contained, as inherence, and 
as subject-object relation of cognitions, and leaves out many other 
varieties of relation which might well have been dealt with. Another 
characteristic feature of his refutation is, as has alreatly been 
pointed out, that he has only a destructive point of view and is 
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not prepared to undertake the responsibility of defining any 
position from his own point of view. He delights in showing that 
none of the world-appearances can be defined in any way, and that 
thus, being indescribable, they are all false. But incapacity to define 
or describe anything in some particular way cannot mean that the 
thing is false. Sriharsa did not and could not show that the ways 
of definition which he attempted to refute were the only ways of 
defining the different categories. They could probably be defined in 
other and better ways, and even those definitions which he refuted 
could be bettered and improved by using suitable qualificatory 
phrases. He did not attempt to show that the concepts involved 
in the categories were fraught with such contradictions that, in 
whatever way one might try to define, one could not escape from 
those inner contradictions, which were inherent in the very nature 
of the concepts themselves. Instead of that he turned his attention 
to the actual formal definitions which had been put forward by the 
Nyāya and sometimes by Prabhākara and tried to show that these 
definitions were faulty. To show that particular definitions are 
wrong is not to show that the things defined are wrong. It is, no 
doubt, true that the refutation of certain definitions involves the 
refutation of the concepts involved in those definitions; but the 
refutation of the particular way of presentation of the concept does 
not mean that the concept itself is impossible. In order to show 
the latter, a particular concept has to be analysed on the basis of 
its own occurrences, and the inconsistencies involved in such an 
analysis have to be shown. 


Citsukha’s Interpretations of the Concepts of 
Sankara Vedanta. 


Citsukha (about A.D. 1220), a commentator on Sriharsa, had all 
Šrīharsa's powers of acute dialectical thought, but he not only 
furnishes, like Sriharsa, a concise refutation of the Nyaya categories, 
but also, in his «Tattva-pradīpikā, commented on by Pratyagbha- 
gavān (A.D. 1400) in his Nayana-prasadini*, gives us a very acute 

1 Citsukha, a pupil of Gaudesvara Acarya, called also Jitānottama, wrote 
a commentary on Anandabodha Bhattarakacarya’s Nyāya-makaranda and also 
on Sriharsa's Khandana-khanda-khadya and an independent work called Tattva- 
pradīpikā er Cit-sukhī, on which the study of the present section is based. In 


this work he quotes Udayana, Uddyotakara, Kumārila, Padmapāda, Vallabha 
(Lilavati), Šālikanātha, Surešvara, Šivāditya, Kulārka Pandita and Sridhara 
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analysis and interpretation of some of the most important concepts 
of Sankara Vedanta. He is not only a protector of the Advaita 
doctrine of the Vedānta, but also an interpreter of the Vedāntic con- 
cepts!. The work is written in four chapters. In the first chapter 
Citsukha deals with the interpretation of the Vedānta concepts of 
self-revelation (sva-prakasa), the nature of self as consciousness 
(atmanah samvid-rüpatva), the nature of ignorance as darkness, the 
nature of falsity (mithyatva), the nature of nescience (avidya), the 
nature of the truth of all ideas (sarva-pratyayanam yathā”thatvam), 
the nature of illusions, etc. In the second chapter he refutes the 
Nyāya categories of difference, separateness, quality, action, class- 
concepts, specific -particulars (vifesa), the relation of inherence 
(samavāya), perception, doubt, illusion, memory, inference, in- 
variable concomitance (vyapti), induction (vyapti-graha), existence 
of the reason in the minor term (paksa-dharmata), reason (hetu), 
analogy (upamana), implication, being, non-being, duality, measure, 
causality, time, space, etc. In the third chapter, the smallest of the 
book, he deals with the possibility of the realization of Brahman 
and the nature of release through knowledge. In the fourth chapter, 
which is much smaller than the first two, he deals with the nature 
of the ultimate state of emancipation. 

Citsukha starts with a formal definition of the most funda- 
mental concept of the Vedanta, namely the concept of self-reve- 
lation or self-illumination (sva-prakasa). Both Padmapada and 
Prakāšātman in the Pañca-pādikā and Pafca-padika-vivarana had 
distinguished the self from the ego as self-revelation or self-illumi- 


(Nyāya-kandatī). In addition to these he also wrote a commentary on the 
Brahma-sūtra-bhāsya of Sankara, called Bhasya-bhava-prakasika, Vivaraņa- 
tātparya-dīpikā, a commentary on the Pramāņa-mālā of Anandabodha, a com- 
mentary on Mandana's Brahma-siddhi, called Abhipraya-prakasika, and an index 
to the adhikaranas of the Brahma-sūtra, called Adhikarana-mafjari. His teacher 
Jfünottama wrote two works on Vedanta, called Nyāya-sudhā and Jūāna- 
siddhi; but he seems to have been a different person from the Jriánottama who 
wrote a commentary on Surešvara's Naiskarmya-siddhi; for the latter was a 
householder (as he styles himself with a householder's title, misra), and an 
inhabitant of the village of Mangala in the Cola country, while the former was 
an ascetic and a preceptor of the King of Gauda, as Citsukha describes him in 
his colophon to his Tattva-pradīpikā. He is also said to have written the Brahma- 
stuti, Visņu-purāņa-tīkā, Sad-daríana-samgraha-vrtti, Adhikarana-sangati (awork 
explaining the inter-relation of the topics of the Brahma-sütra) and a com- 
mentary on the Naiskarmya-siddhi, called the Naiskarmya-siddhi-tīkā or the 
Bhava-tattva-prakasika. His pupil Sukhaprakāša wrote a work on the topics 
of the Brahma-sütra, called Adhikaraņa-ratna-mālā. 

1 Thus Pandita Harinatha Sarma in his Sanskrit introduction to the Tattva- 
pradīpikā or Cit-sukhispeaks of this work as advaita-siddhānta-raksako 'py advaita- 
siddhānta-prakāšako vyutpādakas ca. 
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nation (svayam-prakāša). Thus Prakāšātmansays that consciousness 
(samvid) is self-revealing and that its self-revelation is not due to 
any other self-revealing cause!. It is on account of this natural 
self-revelation of consciousness that its objects also appear as self- 
revealing”. Padmapada also says the same thing, when he states that 
the self is of the nature of pure self-revealing consciousness; when 
this consciousness appears in connection with other objects and 
manifests them, it is called experience (anubhava), and, when it is 
by itself, it is called the self or ētman?. But Citsukha was probably 
the first to give a formal definition of the nature of this self- 
revelation. 

Citsukha defines it as that which is entitled to be called 
immediate (aparoksa-vyavahara-yogya), though it is not an object 
of any cognition or any cognizing activity (avedyatve ’pi)*. It may 
be objected that desires, feelings, etc. also are not objects of any 
cognition and yet are entitled to be regarded as immediate, and 
hence the definition might as well apply to them; for the object of 
cognition has a separate objective existence, and by a mind-object 
contact the mind is transformed into the form of the object, and 
thereby the one consciousness, which was apparently split up into 
two forms as the object-consciousness which appeared as material 
objects and the subject-consciousness which appeared as the 
cognizer, is again restored to its unity by the super-imposition of 
the subjective form on the objective form, and the object-form is 
revealed in consciousness as a jug or a book. But in the case of 
our experience of our will or our feelings these have no existence 
separate from our own mind and hence are not cognized in the 
same way as external objects are cognized. According to Vedanta 
epistemology these subjective experiences of will, emotions, etc. 
are different mental constituents, forms or states, which, being 
directly and illusorily imposed upon the self-revealing conscious- 
ness, become experienced. These subjective states are therefore 


not cognized in the same way as external objects. But, since the 
e 

1 samvedanam tu svayam-prakāša eva na prakāšāntara-hetuh. Paūīca-pādikā- 
vivaraņa, p. 52. i 

2 tasmād anubhavah sajātīya-prakāšāntara-nirapeksah prakāšamāna eva visaye 
prakāšādi-vyavahāra-nimittam bhavitum arhati avyavadhānena visaye prakasa- 
di-vyavahāra-nimittatvāt. Ibid. 

3 tasmāt cit-svabhāva evātmā tena tena prameya-bhedenaupadhīyamāno ’nubha- 
vabhidhanivakam labhate avivaksitopadhir ātmādi-sabdaih. Patīca-pādikā, p. 19. 

* avedyatve saty aparoksa-vyavahāra-yogyatvam svayam-prakāša-laksaņam, 
Cit-sukhi, p. 9. 
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experience of these states is possible only through a process of 
illusory imposition, they are not entitled to be called immediate?. 
So, though they appear as immediate, they have no proper 
yogyatā, or, in other words, they are not entitled to be called 
immediate. But in the true sense even external objects are but 
illusory impositions on the self-revealing consciousness, and hence 
they also cannot be said to be entitled to be called immediate. 
There is therefore no meaning in trying to distinguish the self- 
revealing consciousness as one which is not an object of cognition ; 
for on the Vedānta theory there is nothing which is entitled to be 
called immediate, and hence the phrase avedyatve (not being an 
object of cognition) is unnecessary as a special distinguishing 
feature of the self-revealing consciousness; the epithet “imme- 
diate” is therefore also unnecessary. Tosuch an objection Citsukha's 
reply is that the experience of external objects is only in the last 
stage of world-dissolution and Brahmahood found non-immediate 
and illusory, and, since in all our ordinary stages of experience the 
experience of world-objects is immediate, the epithet avedyatva 
successfully distinguishes self-revealing consciousness from all 
cognitions of external objects which are entitled to be called im- 
mediate and are to be excluded from the range of self-revealing con- 
sciousness only by being objects of cognition. In the field of ordinary 
experience the perceived world-objects are found to be entitled to 
be called immediate no less than the self-revealing conscious- 
ness, and it is only because they are objects of cognition that they 
can be distinguished from the self-revealing consciousness. 

The main argument in favour of the admission of the category 
of independent self-revealing consciousness is that, unless an in- 
dependent self-revealing consciousness is admitted, there would 
be a vicious series in the process preceding the rise of any cog- 
nition; for, if the pure experience of self-revealing consciousness 
has to be further subjected to another process before it can be 
understood, then that also might require another process, and that 
another, and so there would be an unending series. Moreover, 
that the pure experience is self-revealing is proved by the very 
fact of the experience itself; for no one doubts his own ex- 
perience or stands in need of any further corroboration or con- 
firmation as to whether he experienced or not. It may be objected 

, 


1 avedyatve "pi nāparoksa-vyavahāra-yogyatā tesam, adhyastatayaiva tesām 
siddheh. Cit-sukhī, p. 10. Nirņaya-Sāgara Press, Bombay, 1915. 
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that it is well known that we may be aware of our awareness of 
anything (anu-vyavasaya), and in such a case the self-revealing 
consciousness may become further cognized. Citsukha’s reply to 
this is that, when one perceives a jug, there is the mental activity, 
then a cessation of that activity, then a further starting of new 
activity and then the knowledge that I know the jug, or rather I 
know that I know the jug—and hence such a cognition cannot be 
said to be directly and immediately cognizing the first awareness, 
which could not have stayed through so many moments!. Again, 
since neither the senses nor the external objects can of themselves 
produce the self-revelation of knowledge, if knowledge were not 
admitted as self-revealing, the whole world would be blind and 
there would be no self-revelation. When one knows that he knows 
a book or a jug, it is the cognized object that is known and not 
the awareness that is cognized; there can be no awareness of 
awareness, but only of the cognized object?. If the previous aware- 
ness could be made the object of subsequent awareness, then this 
would amount to an admission of the possibility of the self being 
known by the self (svasyapi svena vedyatvāpātāt)—a theory which 
would accord not with the Vedānta idealism, but with the 
Buddhistic. It is true, no doubt, that the pure self-revealing con- 
sciousness shows itself only on the occasion of a mental state; but 
its difference from other cognitive states lies in the fact that it has 
no form or object, and hence, though it may be focussed by a 
mental state, yet it stands on a different footing from the objects 
illuminated by it. 

The next point that Citsukha urges is that the self is of the 
nature of pure self-revealing consciousness (atmamah samvid- 
rūpatva). This is, of course, no new contribution by Citsukha, since 
this view had been maintained in the Upanisads and repeated by 
Sankara, Padmapada, Prakasatman and others. Citsukha says that, 
like knowledge, the self also is immediately revealed or experienced 
without itself being the object of any cognizing activity or cognition, 
and therefore the self is also of the nature of knowledge. No one 
doubts about his own self; for the self always stands directly and 


1 ghata-jfiánodaya-samaye manasi kriyā tato vibhāgas tatah pürva-samyoga-vi- 
nāšas tata uttara-samyogotpattis tato jītānāntaram iti aneka-ksaņa-vilambena utpa- 
dyamānasya jitānasya aparoksatayā pūrva-jūāna-grāhakatvānupapātteh. Cit- 
sukhī, p. 19. 

2 vidito ghata ity atra anuvyavasāyena ghatasyaiva viditatvam avasīyate na 
tu vitteh. Ibid. p. 18. 
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immediately self-revealed. Self and knowledge being identical, there 
is no relation between the two save that of identity ( jūānātmanoh 
sambandhasyaiva abhāvāt). 

Citsukha defines falsity (mithyatva) as the non-existence of a 
thing in that which is considered to be its cause!. He shows this by 
pointing out that a whole, if it is to exist anywhere, must exist in 
the parts of which it is made, and, if it does not exist even there, 
it does not exist anywhere and is false. It is, however, evident that 
a whole cannot exist in the parts, since, being a whole, it cannot 
be in the parts*. Another argument adduced by Citsukha for the 
falsity of the world-appearance is that it is impossible that there 
should be any relation between the self-revealing consciousness, 
the knower (drk), and the objects which are cognized (drsya). 
Knowledge cannot be said to arise through sense-contact; for in 
the illusory perception of silver there is the false perception of 
silver without any actual sense-contact with silver. A reference to 
subject-object relation (visaya-visayi-bhāva) cannot explain it, since 
the idea of subject-object relation is itself obscure and unexplain- 
able. Arguing as to the impossibility of properly explaining the 
subject-object relation (visaya-visayi-bhava) in knowledge, Citsukha 
says that it cannot be held that the subject-object relation means 
that knowledge produces some change in the object (visaya) and 
that the knower produces such a change. For what may be the 
nature of such a change? If it be described as jūātatā, or the 
character of being known, how can such a character be by my 
knowledge at the present moment generated as a positive quality 
in an object which has now ceased to exist? If such a quality can 
be produced even in past objects, then there would be no fixed law 
according to which such qualities should be produced. Nor can 
such a relationship be explained on a pragmatic basis by a re- 
ference to actual physical practical action with reference to objects 
that we know or the internal volitions or emotions associated with 
our knowledge of things. For in picking up a piece of silver that 
we see in front of us we may quite unknowingly be drawing with it 
the dross contained in the silver, and hence the fact of the physical 


L sarvesām api bhāvānām asrayatvena sammate 


pratiyogitvam atyantābhāvam prati mrsātmatā. C. it-sukhī, p. 39. 
Some of these definitions of falsity are collected in Madhusüdana's Advaita- 
siddhi, a work composed much later than the Cit-sukhz. 
* amsinah svāmša-gātyantābhāvasya pratiyoginah amšitvād itdrāmsīva... 
vimatah patah etat-tantu-nisthātyantābhāva-pratiyogī avayavitvāt patāntaravat. 
Cit-sukhī, pp. 40, 41. 
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drawing of the dross cannot on that ground alone make it an object 
of my knowledge, and hence the subject-object relation of know- 
ledge cannotbedefinedas a mere physicalaction following cognition. 
The internal mental states of volition and the emotions associated 
with knowledge belong to the knower and have nothing to do with 
the object of knowledge. If, however, it is urged that objectivity 
consists in the fact that whatever is known appears in conscious- 
ness, the question arises, what does this appearing in consciousness 
mean? It cannot mean that consciousness is the container and the 
object is contained in it; for, consciousness being internal and the 
object external, the object cannot be contained in it. It cannot be 
a mere undefined relatedness; for in that case the object may as 
well be considered subject and the subject, object. If objectivity 
be defined as that which can induce knowledge, then even the 
senses, the light and other accessories which help the rise of 
knowledge may as well be regarded as objects. Object cannot be 
defined as that to which knowledge owes its particular form; for, 
knowledge being identical with its form, all that helps the rise of 
knowledge, the senses, light, etc., may as well be regarded as 
objects. So, in whatever way one may try to conceive the nature 
of the subject-object relation, he will be disappointed. 

Citsukha follows the traditional view of nescience (ajñāna) as 
a positive entity without beginning which disappears with the rise 
of true knowledge!. Nescience is different from the conception of 
positivity as well as of negativity, yet it is called only positive 
because of the fact that it is not negative?. Ignorance or nescience 
is described as a positive state and not a mere negation of know- 
ledge; and so it is said that the rise of right knowledge of any 
object in a person destroys the positive entity of ignorance with 
reference to that object and that this ignorance is something 
different from what one would understand by negation of right 
knowledge?. Citsukha says that the positive character of ignorance 
becomes apparentwhen we say that “ We do not know whether what 
you say is true?" Here there is the right knowledge of the fact that 

1 anādi-bhāva-rūpam yad-vijfianena vilīyate tad ajfianam iti prajia-laksanam 
sampracaksate anāditve sati bhava-rüpam vijfiána-nirásyam ajfianam iti laksanam 


tha vivaksitam. Cit-sukht, p. 57. 

2 bhavabhava-vilaksanasya ajfianasya abhāva-vilaksaņatva-mātreņa bhāvatvo- 
pacarat. Ibid. 

3 vigitam Deva-datta-nistha-pramana-jndnam Devadatta-nistha-pramabhava- 
tiriktānādernivarttakam pramāņatvād Vajnadattadigata-pramana-jnanavad ity 
anumānam. Ibid. p. 58. 
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what is said is known, but it is not known whether what is said is 
valid*. Here also there is a positive knowledge of ignorance of fact, 
which is not the same as mere absence of knowledge. Sucb an 
ignorance, however, is not experienced through sense-contact or 
sense-processes, but directly by the self-revealing consciousness— 
the saksin. Just before the rise of right knowledge about an object 
there is ignorance (ajfana), and the object, as qualified by such 
an ignorance, is experienced as being unknown. All things are the 
objects of the inner unmoved intuitive consciousness either as 
known or as unknown?. Our reference to deep dreamless sleep as 
a state in which we did not know anything (na kimcid-avedisam) is 
also referred to as a positive experience of ignorance in the dream- 
less state. 

One of the chief tenets of Vedānta epistemology lies in the 
supposition that a presentation of the false is a fact of experience. 
The opposite view is that of Prabhākara, that the false is never 
presented in experience and that falsehood consists in the wrong 
construction imposed upon experience by the mind, which fails to 
note the actual want of association between two things which are 
falsely associated as one. According to this theory all illusion 
consists of a false association or a false relationing of two things 
which are not presented in experience as related. This false asso- 
ciation is not due to an active operation of the mind, but to a 
failure to note that no such association was actually presented in 
experience (asamsargagraha). According to Prabhakara, the great 
Mimamsa authority, the false is never presented in experience, nor 
is the false experience due to an arbitrary positive activity of wrong 
construction of the mind, but merely to a failure to note certain 
distinctions presented in experience. On account of such a failure 
things which are distinct are not observed as distinct, and hence 
things which are distinct and different are falsely associated as one, 
and the conch-shell is thus regarded as silver. But here there is 
no false presentation in experience. Whatever is known is true; 
falsehood is due to omissions of knowledge and failure in noting 
differences. 

Citsukha objects to this view and urges that such an explanation 

1 tvadukte 'rthe pramana-jiianam mama nāsti ity asya visista-visaya-jfianasya 
pramātvāt. Cit-sukhī, p. 59. 

2 asman-mate ajitānasya sāksi-siddhatayā pramāņābodhyatvāt, pramāņa-jūāno- 


dayātprāk-kāleajītānamtad-višesito rthah saksi-siddhah ajūātaity anuvāda gocaraļ 
...sarvam vastu jñātatayā ajūātatayā và saksi-caitanyasya visayah. Ibid. p. 60. 
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can never explain all cases of false apprehension. Take the pro- 
position, ‘‘ There are false apprehensions and false presentations ns 
if this proposition is admitted to be correct, then Prabhākara's 
contention is false; if it is admitted to be false, then here is a false 
proposition, the falsehood of which is not due to a failure to note 
differences. If the falsity of all propositions be said to be due to 
a failure to note differences, then it would be hard to find out any 
true proposition or true experience. On the analogy of our false 
experience of the everchanging flame of a lamp as the same identical 
one all cases of true recognition might no less be regarded as false, 
and therefore all inferences would be doubtful. All cases of real 
and true association could be explained as being due to a failure 
to note differences. There could be no case in which one could 
assure himself that he was dealing with a real association and 
not a failure to apprehend the absence of association (asamsarga- 
graha). Citsukha therefore contends that it is too much to expect 
that all cases of false knowledge can be explained as being due to 
a mere non-apprehension of difference, since it is quite reasonable 
to suppose that false knowledge is produced by defective senses 
which oppose the rise of true knowledge and positively induce 
false appearance!. Thus in the case of the illusory perception 
of conch-shell as silver it is the conch-shell that appears as a 
piece of silver. But what is the nature of the presentation that 
forms the object (alambana) of false perception? It cannot be 
regarded as absolutely non-existent (asaf), since that which is abso- 
lutely non-existent cannot be the object of even a false perception, 
and moreover it cannot through such a perception (e.g. the tendency 
of a man to pick up the piece of silver, which is but a false per- 
ception of a piece of conch-shell) induce a practical movement on 
the part of the perceiver. Neither can it be regarded as existent; 
for the later experience contradicts the previous false perception, 
and one says that there is no silver at the present time and there 
was no silver in the past—it was only the conch-shell that appeared 
as silver. Therefore the false presentation, though it serves all the 
purposes of a perceptual object, cannot be described either as 
existent or as non-existent, and it is precisely this character that 
constitutes the indefinable nature (anirvacantyata) of all illusions?. 

1 tathā dosāņām api yathārtha-jūāna-pratibandhakatvam ayathārtha-jītāna- 


janakatvain ca kim na syāt. Cit-sukht, p. 66. $ f 
? pratyekam sad asattvabhyam vicāra-padavīm na yad gāhate tad anirvācyam 


ahur vedanta-vedinah. Ibid. p. 79. 
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It is unnecessary to deal with the other doctrines of Vedanta 
which Citsukha describes, since there is nothing new in them and 
they have already been described in chapter x of volume 1 of this 
work. It is therefore desirable to pass on to his dialectic criticism of 
the Nyaya categories. It will suffice, however, to give only a few of 
these criticisms, as they mostly refer to the refutation of such kinds 
of categories as are discussed in Sriharsa's great work Khandana- 
khanda-khadya, and it would be tedious to follow the refutation of 
the same kinds of categories by two different writers, though the 
arguments of Citsukha are in many cases new and different from 
those given by Sriharsa. Citsukha’s general approach to such refu- 
tations is also slightly different from that of Sriharsa. For, unlike 
Sriharsa, Citsukha dealt with the principal propositions of the 
Vedanta, and his refutations of the Nyaya categories were not 
intended so much to show that they were inexplicable or indefinable 
as to show that they were false appearances, and that the pure self- 
revealing Brahman was the only reality and truth. 

Thus, in refuting time (kāla), Citsukha says that time cannot 
be perceived either by the visual sense or by the tactual sense, nor 
can it be apprehended by the mind (manas), as the mind only 
operates in association with the external senses. Moreover, since 
there are no perceptual data, it cannot be inferred. The notions of 
before and after, succession and simultaneity, quickness and dura- 
tion, cannot by themselves indicate the nature of time as it is in 
itself. It may be urged that, since the solar vibrations can only be 
associated with human bodies and worldly things, making them 
appear as young or old only through some other agency such as 
days, months, etc., such an agency, which brings about the con- 
nection of solar vibrations with worldly things, is called time!. To 
this Citsukha replies that, since the self itself can be regarded as 
the cause of the manifestation of time in events and things in 
accordance with the varying conditions of their appearance, it is 
unnecessary to suppose the existence of a new category called time. 
Again, it cannot be said that the notions of before and after have 
time as their material cause; for the validity of these notions is 
challenged by the Vedantist. They may be regarded as the im- 


1 tarati-parispanda-visesanam yuva-sthavira-sarirádi-bindegu māsādi-vicitra- 
buddhi-janana-dvarena tad-upahitesu paratvaparatvadi-buddhi-janakatvam na ca 
tair asambaddhānām tatra buddhi-janakatvam, na ca sāksāt sambaņdho ravi- 
parispandānām pindair asti atah tat-sambandhakatayā kašcid aştadravya-vilakşano 
dravya-visesah svikartavyah, tasya ca kala iti samjīā. (This is Vallabha's view 
oftime.) Nayana-prasādinī commentary on Cit-sukhī, p.321,by Pratyak-svarupa- 
bhagavat. Nirņaya-Sāgara Press, Bombay, 1915. 
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pressions produced by a greater or lesser guantity of solar vibra- 
tions. There is therefore no necessity to admit time as a separate 
category, since its apprehension can be explained on the basis of 
our known data of experience. From considerations of some data 
relative space (dik) has to be discarded; for relative space cannot 
be perceived by. the senses or inferred for want of data of ex- 
perience. Both time and relative space originate from a sense of 
relativity (apeksā-buddhi), and, given that sense of relativity, the 
mind can in association with our experience of bodily movements 
form the notion of relative space. It is therefore unnecessary 
to admit the existence of relative space as a separate category. 

In refuting the atomic theory of the Vaisesikas Citsukha says 
that there is no ground for admitting the Vaisesika atoms. If these 
atoms are to be admitted on the ground that all things are to be 
conceived as being divisible into smaller and smaller parts, then 
the same may apply to the atoms as well. If it is urged that one 
must stop somewhere, that the atoms are therefore regarded as 
the last state, and are uniform in size and not further divisible, 
then the specks of dust that are seen in the windows when the 
sun is shining (called trasareņus) may equally be regarded as the 
last stage of divisible size. If it is contended that, since these are 
visible, they have parts and cannot therefore be considered as 
indivisible, it may be said in reply that, since the Nyāya writers 
admit that the atoms can be perceived by the yogins, visibility of 
the trasareņus could not be put forward as a reason why they could 
not be regarded as indivisible. Moreover, if the atoms were partless, 
how could they be admitted to combine to produce the grosser 
material forms? Again, it is not indispensable that atoms should 
combine to form bigger particles or make grosser appearances 
possible; for, like threads in a sheet, many particles may make gross 
appearances possible even without combining. Citsukha then re- 
peats Sankara's refutation of the concept of wholes and parts, 
saying that, if the wholes are different from the parts, then they . 
must be in the farts or they would not be there; if they are not 
in the parts, it would be difficult to maintain that the wholes were 
made of parts; if they are in the parts, they must be either wholly 
or partly in them; if they are wholly in the parts, then there would 
be many such wholes, or in each part the whole would be found; 
and, if they are partly in the parts, then the same difficulty of wholes 
and parts would appear. 

Again, the concept of contact (samyoga) is also inexplicable. It 
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cannot be defined as the coming together of any two things which 
are not in contact (apraptayoh prāptih samyogah); for, until one 
knows the meaning of the concept of contact, one cannot under- 
stand the meaning of the phrase “not in contact.” If it is defined 
as the coming together of two things which are unrelated, then 
contact (samyoga) would include even the relation of inherence, 
such as that which exists between a piece of cloth and the threads. 
If it is defined as a relation which is produced in time and is 
transitory (anityah sambandhah janyatva-visesito và), then cases of 
beginningless contact would not be included, and even the pos- 
session of an article by purchase would have to be included as 
contact, since this relation of possession is also produced in time. 
It cannot be objected that “possession” is not a relation, since a 
relation to be such must be between two things; for, if the objection 
were valid, the relation between substance and quality would not 
be a relation, since quality and substance exist together, and there 
are no two separate things which can be related. If the objector 
means that the relation must be between two terms, then there 
are two terms here also, namely, the article possessed and the 
possessor. Moreover, if contact is defined as relation which does 
not connect two things in their entirety (avyapya-vrttitva-visesito), 
then again it would be wrong, since in the case of partless entities 
the relation of contact cannot connect the parts, as they have no 
parts. Citsukha refutes the concept of separation (vibliaga) on the 
same lines and passes over to the refutation of number, as two, 
three and the like. 

Citsukha urges that there is no necessity of admitting the 
existence of two, three, etc. as separate numbers, since what we per- 
ceive is but the one thing, and then by a sense of oscillation and 
mutual reference (apeksā-buddhi) we associate them together and 
form the notions of two, three, etc. These numbers therefore do 
not exist separately and independently, but are imaginatively pro- 
duced by mental oscillation and association from the experience of 
single objects. There is therefore no necessity of thinking that the 
numbers, two, three, etc., are actually produced. We simply deal 
with the notions of two, three, etc. on the strength of our powers 
of mental association?. 


! aropita-dvitva-tritvadi-vitesitaikatva-samuccayalambana buddhi dvitvādi- 
janiketi cet; na; tathābhūtāyā eva buddher dvitvādi-vyavahāra-janakatvopapattau 
dvitvādy-utpādakatva-kalpanā-vaiyarthyāt. Nayana-prasādinī, p. 300. 


| 
| 


xı] Citsukha's Interpretations of Vedanta Concepts 159 


Citsukha then refutes the notion of class-concept (jāti) on the 
ground that it cannot be proved either by perception or by in- 
ference. The question is what exactly is meant by class-concept. 
If it is said that, when in perceiving one individual animal we have 
the notion of a cow, and in perceiving other individual animals also 
we have the same notion of cow, there is jazz, then it may be replied 
that this does not necessarily imply the admission of a separate 
class-concept of cow; for, just as one individual had certain 
peculiarities which entitled it to be called a cow, so the other 
individuals had their peculiarities which entitled them to be called 
cows. We see reflections of the moon in different places and call 
each of them the moon. What constitutes the essentials of the 
concept of cow? It is difficult to formulate one universal charac- 
teristic of cows; if one such characteristic could be found, then 
there would be no necessity of admitting the class-concept of cow. 
For it would then be an individual characteristic, and one would 
recognize it as a cow everywhere, and there would be no necessity 
of admitting a separate class-concept. If oneadmits aclass-concept, 
one has to point out some trait or quality as that which indicates 
the class-concept. Then again one could not get at this trait or 
quality independently of the class-concept or at the class-concept 
independently of it, and this mutual dependence would make the 
definition of either of them impossible. Even if one admits the 
class-concept, one has to show what constitutes the essentials of it 
in each case, and, if such essentials have to be found in each case, 
then those essentials would be a sufficient justification for knowing 
a cow as cow and a horse as horse: what then is the good of 
admitting a class-concept? Again, even if a class-concept be ad- 
mitted, it is difficult to see how it can be conceived to be related 
to the individuals. It cannot be a relation of contact, identity, 
inherence or any other kind of relation existing anywhere. If all 
class-concepts existed everywhere, there would be a medley of all 
class-concepts together, and all things would be everywhere. Again, 
if it is held that the class-concept of cow exists only in the existing 
cows, then how does it jump to a new cow when it is born? Nor 
has the class-concept any parts, so as to be partly here and partly 
there. If each class-concept of cow were wholly existent in each 
of the indiyidual cows, then there would be a number of class- 
concepts ; and, if each class-concept of cow were spread out over 
all the individual cows, then, unless all the individual cows were 
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brought together, one could not have the notion of any class- 
concept. 

Speaking of the refutation of cause (kāraņa), Citsukha says that 
cause cannot be defined as mere antecedence (pūrva-kāla-bhāvitva); 
for then the ass which is always found in the house of a washerman 
and on the back of which the washerman carries his clothes might 
be regarded as a thing antecedent to the smoky fire kindled in the 
washerman’s house and thus as a cause of fire. If this antecedence 
be further qualified as that which is present in all cases of the 
presence of the effect and absent in all cases of the absence of the 
effect, then also the washerman’s ass may be considered to satisfy 
the conditions of such an antecedence with reference to the fire 
in the washerman’s house (when the washerman is away from the 
house with his ass, the fire in the washerman’s house is also absent, 
and it is again kindled when he returns to his house with his 
ass). If “unconditionality” (ananyathā-siddha) is further added as 
a qualifying condition of antecedence, even then the ass and the 
common abiding elements such as space, ether and the like may 
be regarded as causes of the fire. If it be argued that the ass is 
present only because of the presence of other conditioning factors, 
the same may be said of seeds, earth, water, etc., which are all 
however regarded as being causes for the production of the shoots 
of plants. If objection be raised against the possibility of ether 
(akaa) being regarded as the cause of smoke on the ground of its 
being a common, abiding and all-pervasive element, then the same 
argument ought to stand as an objection against the soul (which 
is an all-pervasive entity) being regarded on the Nyāya view as the 
cause of the production of pleasure and pain. The cause cannot 
be defined as that which being there the effect follows; for 
then a seed cannot be regarded as the cause of the shoot of the 
plant, since the shoots cannot be produced from seeds without the 
help of other co-operating factors, such as earth, water, light, air, 
etc. Cause, again, cannot be defined as that which being present in 
the midst of the Co-operating factors or even accessories (sahakari), 
the effect follows; for an irrelevant thing, like an ass, may be present 
among a number of co-operating circumstances, but this would 
not justify anybody calling an irrelevant thing a cause. Moreover, 
such a definition would not apply to those cases where by the joint 
operation of many co-operating entities the effect is produced. 
Furthermore, unless the cause can be properly defined, there is 
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no way of defining the co-operating conditions. Nor can a cause be 
defined as that which being there the effect follows, and which 
not being there there is no effect (sati bhavo 'saty abhāva eva); for 
such a maxim is invalidated by the plurality of causes (fire may 
be produced by rubbing two pieces of wood, by striking hard 
against a flint, or by a lens). It may be urged that there are 
differences in each kind of fire produced by the different agencies: 
to which it may be replied that, even if there were any such 
difference, it is impossible to know it by observation. Even when 
differences are noticeable, such differences do not necessarily imply 
that the different effects belong to different classes; for the differ- 
ences might well be due to various attendant circumstances. Again, 
a cause cannot be defined as a collocation of things, since such a 
collocation may well be one of irrelevant things. A cause cannot 
be defined as a collocation of different causes, since it has not so 
far been possible to define what is meant by “cause.” The phrase 
“collocation of causes” will therefore be meaningless. Moreover, it 
may be asked whether a collocation of causes (samagri) be something 
different from the causes, or identical with them. If the former 
alternative be accepted, then effects would follow from individual 
causes as well, and the supposition of a collocation of causes as 
producing the effects would be uncalled-for. If the latter alternative 
be accepted, then, since the individuals are the causes of the col- 
location, the individuals being there, there is always the colloca- 
tion and so always the effect, which is absurd. Again, what does 
this collocation of causes mean? It cannot mean occurrence in the 
same time or place; for, there being no sameness of time and place 
for time and place respectively, they themselves would be without 
any cause. Again, it cannot be said that, if the existence of cause be 
not admitted, then things, being causeless, would be non-existent; 
for the Nyaya holds that there are eternal substances such as atoms, 
souls, etc., which have no cause. 

Since cause cannot be defined, neither can effect (karya) be 
satisfactorily deffned, as the conception of effect always depends 
upon the notion of cause. 

In refuting the conception of substance (dravya) Citsukha says 
that a substance can be defined only as being that in which the 
qualities inhere. But, since even qualities are seen to have qualities 
and a substance is believed by the Naiyayikas to be without any 
quality at the moment of its origination, such a definition cannot 
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properly distinguish or define a substance. If a substance be 
defined in a roundabout way as that in which there is no presence 
of the absolute negation of possessing qualities (gunavattvaty- 
antābhāvānadhikaraņatā), then also it may be objected that such 
a definition would make us regard even negation (abhava) as a 
quality, since the absence of the negation of qualities, being itself 
a negation, cannot exist in a negation!. It may again be asked 
whether the absence of the negation of qualities refers to the 
negation of a number of qualities or the negation of all qualities; 
in either case it is wrong. For in the first case a substance, which 
contains only some qualities and does not possess others, would 
not be called a substance, and in the latter case it would be 
difficult to find anything that cannot be called a substance; for 
where is the substance which lacks all qualities? The fact also 
remains that even such a roundabout definition cannot distin- 
guish a substance from a quality; for even qualities have the 
numerical qualities and the qualities of separateness?. If it is 
argued that, if qualities are admitted to have further qualities, 
there will be a vicious infinite, it may be said in reply that the 
charge of vicious infinite cannot be made, since the qualities 
of number and separateness cannot be said to have any 
further qualities. Substances, again, have nothing in common 
by virtue of which they could be regarded as coming under the 
class-concept of substances?. Gold and mud and trees are all 
regarded as substances, but there is nothing common in them 
by virtue of which one can think that gold is the same as 
mud or tree; therefore it cannot be admitted that in the sub- 
stances one finds any characteristic which remains the same in 
them allt, 

Referring to qualities (guna), Citsukha deals with the definition 
of guna in the Vaisesika-bhasya of Prašastapāda. There Prasastapada 
defines guna as that which inheres in a substance, is associated 
with the class-concept of substance, is itself without any quality 


LI 

1 tatraiva atyantābhave'tivyāpteh; sopi hi guņavattvātyantābhāvas tasyādhi- 
karaņam svasya svasminnavrtteh. Cit-sukht, p. 176. 

2 asminnapi vakra-laksaņe guņādisu api samkhyā-prthaktva-guņayoh pratiteh 
katham nātivyāptih. Ibid. p. 177. 

3.jātim abhyupagacchata tajjáti-vyafijakam kimcid-avašyam abhyupeyam na ca 
tannirupanam susakam. Ibid. p. 178. 

* dravyam dravyam iti anugata-pratyayah pramāņam iti cenna suvarņam- 
upalabhya mrttikām-upalabkyamānasya laukikasya tad evedam dravyam iti 
pratyayā-bhāvāt parīksakāņām cānugata-pratyaye vipratipatteh, Ibid. p. 179. 
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and which has no motion (niskriya)!. But the definition of a 
quality cannot involve the phrase “without a quality”; for quality 
is still to be defined. Again, unless the guna is properly defined, 
its difference from motion is not known, and so the phrase 
“which has no motion” is meaningless. The class-concept of 
quality, again, can be determined only when the general character 
of qualities is known and the nature of tlass-concepts also is 
determined. Hence, from whatever point of view one may look 
at the question, it is impossible to define qualities. 

It is needless now to multiply examples of such refutation by 
Citsükha. It will appear from what has been adduced that Citsukha 
enters into detail concerning most concepts of particular categories 
and tries to show their intrinsic impossibility. In some cases, how- 
ever, he was not equal to the task and remained content with criti- 
cizing the definitions given by the Naiyāyikas. But it may be well 
to point out here that, though Sriharsa and Citsukha carried out an 
elaborate scheme of a critique of the different categories in order to 
show that the definitions of these categories, as given by the Nyaya, 
are impossible, yet neither of them can be regarded as the originator 
of the application of the dialectic method in the Vedānta. Sankara 
himself had started it in his refutation of the Nyaya and other 
systems in his commentary on the Vedānta-sūtras, 11. 11. 


The Dialectic of Nāgārjuna and the Vedānta Dialectic. 


The dialectic of Sriharsa was a protest against the realistic 
definitions of the Nyāya-Vaišesika, which supposed that all that was 
knowable was also definable. It aimed at refuting these definitions 
in order to prove that the natures of all things are indefinable, as 
their existence and nature are all involved in maya. The only reality 
is Brahman. That it is easy to pick holes in all definitions was 
taught long ago by Nāgārjuna, and in that sense (except for a 
tendency to find faults of a purely verbal nature in Nyaya defini- 
tions) Šrīharsa's method was a continuation of Nāgārjuna's, and 
an application of it to the actual definitions of the Nyaya-Vaisesika. 
But the most important part of Nagarjuna’s method was de- 
liberately ignored by Sriharsa and his followers, who made no 
attempt to refute Nāgārjuna's conclusions. Nāgārjuna's main 
thesis is that all things are relative and hence indefinable in 

1 vūpādīnām guņānām sarvesam gunatvabhisambandho | dravyásritatvam 
nirgunatvam niskriyatuam. Prašastapāda-bhāsya, p. 94, The Vizianagram 
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themselves, and so there is no way of discovering their essences; 
and, since their essences are not only indefinable and indescribable, 
but incomprehensible as well, they cannot be said to possess any 
essences of their own. Nāgārjuna was followed by Āryadeva, a 
Ceylonese by birth, who wrote a separate work on the same subject 
in 4oo verses. For about two centuries after this the doctrines 
of Nāgārjuna lay dormant, as is evidenced by the fact that Buddha- 
ghosa of the fourth century A.D. does not refer to them. During 
the Gupta empire, in the fifth century 4.p., Asanga and Vasubandhu 
flourished. In the sixth century A.» the relativist philosophy 
of Nāgārjuna again flourished in the hands of Buddhapilita, of 
Valabhi in Surat, and of Bhavya, or Bhavaviveka, of Orissa. The 
school of Bhavya was called Mādhyamika-Sautrāntika on account 
of his supplementing Nagarjuna’s arguments with special argu- 
ments of his own. At this time the Yogācāra school of Mahayana 
monism developed in the north, and the aim of this school was 
to show that for the true knowledge of the one consciousness 
(vijūāna) all logical arguments were futile. All logical arguments 
showed only their own inconsistency, It seems very probable 
that Sriharsa was inspired by these Yogācāra authors, and their 
relativist allies from Nagarjuna to Bhavya, and Candrakirti, the 
master commentator on Nagarjuna’s Mādhyamika-kārikā. Buddha- 
palita sought to prove that the apprehension and realization of the 
idealistic monism cannot be made by any logical argument, since all 
logic is futile and inconsistent, while Bhavaviveka sought to estab- 
lish his idealistic monism by logical arguments. Candrakirti finally 
supported Buddhapālita's scheme as against the scheme of Bhāva- 
viveka and tried to provethe futility of all logical arguments. It was 
this Mādhyamika scheme of Candrakīrti that finally was utilized 
in Tibet and Mongolia for the realization of idealistic monism. 

In taking up his refutation of the various categories of being 
Nāgārjuna begins with the examination of causation. Causation 
in the non-Buddhistic systems of philosophy is regarded as being 
production from the inner changes of some permanent or abiding 
stuff or through the conglomeration (sāmagrī) of several factors 
or through some factors operating upon an unchangeable and 
abiding stuff. But Nāgārjuna denies not only that anything is 
ever produced, but also that it is ever produced in any one of 
the above ways. Buddhapālita holds that things cannot arise 


2 The Conception of Buddhist Nirvāna, pp. 66-67. Published by the Academ, 
of Sciences of the U.S.S.R. Leningrad, MES 6—67. Published by the Academy 
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of themselves, since, if they are already existing, there is no 
meaning in their being produced; if things that are existing are 
regarded as capable of being produced again, then things would 
eternally continue to be produced. Bhāvaviveka, criticizing 
Buddhapalita, says that the refutation of Buddhapalita should 
have been supplemented with reasons and examples and that his 
refutation would imply the undesirable thesis that, if things are 
not produced of themselves, they must be produced by other 
factors. But Candrakirti objects to this criticism of Bhāvaviveka 
and says that the burden of proof in establishing the identity of 
cause and effect lies with the opponents, the Sāmkhyists, who hold 
that view. There is no meaning in the production of what already 
exists, and, if that which is existent has to be produced again, and 
that again, there will be an infinite regress. It is unnecessary to 
give any new argument to refute the Sāmkhya sat-kārya-vāda view ; 
it is enough to point out the inconsistency of the Samkhya view. 
Thus Āryadeva says that the Mādhyamika view has no thesis of 
its own which it seeks to establish, since it does not believe in the 
reality or unreality of anything or in the combination of reality 
and unreality?. This was exactly the point of view that was taken 
by Sriharsa. Sriharsa says that the Vedāntists have no view of 
their own regarding the things of the world and the various cate- 
gories involved in them. Therefore there was no way in which 
the Vedanta view could be attacked. 'The Vedānta, however, is free 
to find fault with other views, and, when once this is done and the 
inconsistencies of other positions are pointed out, its business is 
finished; for it has no view of its own to establish. Nāgārjuna 
writes in his Vigraha-vyāvartanī thus: 


When I have these (of my own to prove), 

I can commit mistakes just for the sake (of proving); 

But I have none. I cannot be accused (of being inconsistent). 
If I did (really) cognize some (separate) things, 

I could then make an affirmation or a denial 

Upon tlf basis of these things perceived or (inferred). 

But these (separate) things do not exist for me. 

"Therefore I cannot be assailed on such a basis?. 


z sad asat sad-asac ceti yasya pakso na vidyate 
upalambhas cireņāpi tasya vaktum na šakyate. 
> Madhyamika-vrtti, p. 16. 
3 anyat pratītya yadi nama paro 'bhavisyat 
Jāyeta tarhi bahulah sikhino ’ndhakarah 
sarvasya janma ca bhavet khalu sarvatas ca 
tulyam paratvam akhile janake 'pi yasmāt. Ibid. p. 36. 
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Candrakīrti thus emphasizes the fact that it is not possible for 
the Mādhyamikas to offer new arguments or new examples in 
criticizing any view, since they have no view of their own to support. 
They cannot even prove their own affirmations, and, if their affirma- 
tions contain any thesis, they quarrel with it also themselves. So 
the Madhyamika scheme of criticism consists only in finding fault 
with all theses, whatever they may be, and in replying to the 
counter-charges so far as inconsistencies can be found in the 
opponents’ theses and methods, but not in adducing any new 
arguments or any new counter-theses, since the Madhyamikas have 
no theses of their own. In an argument one can only follow the 
principles that one admits; no one can be defeated by arguments 
carried on on the basis of principles admitted only by his opponents. 

Things are not produced by any conglomeration of foreign 
factors or causes; for, were it so, there would be no law of such 
production and anything might come from any other thing, e.g. dark- 
ness from light!, And, if a thing cannot be produced out of itself 
or out of others, it cannot be produced by a combination of them 
both. Again, the world could not have sprung into being without 
any cause (ahetutah). 

The Buddhist logicians try to controvert this view by pointing 
out that, whatever a view may be, it must be established by proper 
proof. So, in order to prove the thesis that all existents are un- 
produced, the Madhyamikas must give some proofs, and this would 
involve a further specification of the nature of such proofs and a 
specification of the number of valid proofs admitted by them. But, 
if the thesis that “all existents are unproved” is a mere assertion 
without any proof to support it, then any number of counter- 
assertions may be made for which no proof need be shown; and, 
if proofs are not required in one case, they cannot be required in 
the other. So one could with equal validity assert that all existents 
are real and are produced from causes. The Mādhyamika answer 
to such an objection, as formulated by Candrakirti, is that the 
Mādhyamika has no thesis of his own and so the question whether 
his thesis is supported by valid proof or not is as meaningless as 
the question regarding the smallness or the greatness of a mule's 
horn. Since there is no thesis, the Mādhyamika has nothing to 


1 Madhyamika-vrtti, p. 36. See also Stcherbatsky’s The Conception of 
Buddhist Nirvana, to which the author is indebted for the translation and some 
of the materials of the last two paragraphs. 
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say regarding the nature of valid proofs (pramāņa) or their number. 
But it may well be asked why, if the Madhyamika has no thesis 
of his own, should he hold the proposition that all existents are 
unproduced (sarve bhava anutpannah)? To this the Mādhyamika 
replies that such propositions appear as definite views only to 
ordinary people, not to the wise. The proper attitude for the wise 
is always to remain silent. They impart instruction only from a 
popular point of view to those who want to listen to them. Their 
arguments are not their own or those which they believe to be 
right, but only such as would appeal to their hearers. 

It is not out of place here to mention that the Mādhyamika 
school wishes to keep the phenomenal and the real or the transcen- 
dental views wide apart. In the phenomenal view things are ad- 
mitted to be as they are perceived, and their relations are also 
conceived as real. It is interesting to refer to the discussion of 
Candrakirti with Dinnaga regarding the nature of sense-percep- 
tions. While Dinnāga urges that a thing is what it is in itself 
(sva-laksana), Candrakirti holds that, since relations are also per- 
ceived to be true, things are relational as well. Phenomenally 
substances exist as well as their qualities. The “thing in itself” of 
Dinnāga was as much a relative concept as the relational things 
that are popularly perceived as true; that being so, it is meaningless 
to define perception as being only the thing in itself. Candrakirti 
thus does not think that any good can be done by criticizing the 
realistic logic of the Naiyayikas, since, so far as popular perceptions 
or conceptions go, the Nyaya logic is quite competent to deal with 
them and give an account of them. There is a phenomenal reality 
and order which is true for the man in the street and on which all 
our linguistic and other usages are based. Dinnāga, in defining 
perception, restricts it to the unique thing in itself (sva-laksana) 
and thinks that all associations of quality and relations are ex- 
traneous to perceptions and should be included under imagination 
or inference. This however does violence to our ordinary experience 
and yet serves mo better purpose; for the definition of perception 
as given by Dinnāga is not from the transcendental point of view. 
If that is so, why not accept the realistic conceptions of the 
Nyaya school, which fit in with the popular experience? This 
reminds us of the attitude of the Vedantists, who on the one 
hand accepted the view-point of popular experience and regarded 
all things as having a real objective existence, and on the other 
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hand considered them as false and unreal from the transcendental 
point of view of ultimate reality. The attitude of the Vedāntists 
on this point seems to have been directly inspired by that of the 
Mādhyamikas. The attempts of Sriharsa to refute the realistic 
definitions of the Nyāya were intended to show that the definitions 
of the Nyaya could not be regarded as absolute and true, as the 
Naiyāyikas used to think. But, while the Madhyamikas, who had 
no view-points of their own to support, could leave the field of 
experience absolutely undisturbed and allow the realistic defini- 
tions of the Nyaya to explain the popular experience in any way 
they liked, the Vedānta had a thesis of its own, namely, that the 
self-luminous Brahman was the only reality and that it was 
through it that everything else was manifested. The Vedānta there- 
fore could not agree with Nyaya interpretations of experience and 
their definitions. But, as the Vedànta was unable to give the 
manifold world-appearance a footing in reality, it regarded it as 
somehow existing by itself and invented a theory of perception by 
which it could be considered as being manifested by coming in 
touch with Brahman and being illusorily imposed on it. 

Continuing the discussion on the nature of causation, Nāgār- 
juna and Candrakirti hold that collocations of causal conditions 
which are different from the effect cannot produce the effect, as is 
held by the Hinayana Buddhists; for, since the effect is not per- 
ceived in those causal conditions, it cannot be produced out of 
them, and, if it is already existent in them, its production becomes 
useless, Production of anything out of some foreign or extraneous 
causes implies that it is related to them, and this relation must 
mean that it was in some way existent in them. The main principle 
which Nagarjuna employs in refuting the idea of causation or 
production in various ways is that, if a thing exists, it cannot be 
produced, and, if it does not exist, it cannot be produced at all. 
"That which has no essence in itself cannot be caused by anything 
else, and, having no essence in itself, it cannot be the cause of 
anything else! D 

Nagarjuna similarly examines the concepts of going and coming 
and says that the action of going is not to be found in the space 
traversed, nor is it to be found in that which is not traversed; and 
apart from the space traversed and not traversed there cannot be 
any action of going. If it is urged that going is neither in the space 

= Madhyamika-vytti, p. 90, 1. 6. 
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traversed nor in the space untraversed, but in the person who 
continues to go, since going is in him in whom there is the effort of 
going, then this again cannot be right. For, if the action of going 
is to be associated with the person who goes, it cannot be asso- 
ciated with the space traversed. One action cannot be connected 
with both; and, unless some space is gone over, there cannot be 
a goer. If going is in the goer alone, then even without going one 
could be called a goer, which is impossible. If both the goer and 
the space traversed have to be associated with going, then there 
must be two actions and not one; and, if there are two actions, that 
implies that there are also two agents. It may be urged that the 
movement of going is associated with the goer and that therefore 
going belongs to the goer; but, if there is no going without the goer 
and if there is no goer without going, how can going be associated 
with the goer at all? Again, in the proposition “the goer goes” 
(gantā gacchati) there is only one action of going, and that is 
satisfied by the verb “goes”; what separate “going” is there 
by virtue of association with which a “goer” can be so called? 
and, since there are no two actions of going, there cannot be a goer. 
Again, the movement of going cannot even be begun; for, when 
there is the motion of going, there is no beginning and when there 
is no motion of going, there cannot be any beginning. Again, it 
cannot be urged that “going” must exist, since its opposite, “‘ re- 
maining at rest" (sthiti), exists; for who is at rest? The goer 
cannot be at rest, since no one can be a goer unless he goes; he who 
is not a goer, being already at rest, cannot be the agent of another 
action of being at rest. If the goer and going be regarded as 
identical, then there would be neither verb nor agent. So there is 
no reality in going. '' Going” stands here for any kind of passage 
or becoming, and the refutation of “going” implies the refutation 
of all kinds of passage (niskarsana) as well. If seeds passed into the 
state of shoots (ankura), then they would be seeds and not shoots; 
the shoots neither are seeds nor are different from them; yet, the 
seeds being there, there are the shoots. A pea is from another pea, 
yet no pea becomes another pea. A pea is neither in another 
pea nor different from it. It is as one may see in a mirror the 
beautiful face of a woman and feel attracted by it and run after 
her, though the face never passed into the mirror and there was 
no humdi face in the reflected image. Just as the essenceless 
reflected image of a woman’s face may rouse attachment in fools, 
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so are world-appearances the causes of our delusion and attach- 
ment. 

It is needless to multiply examples and describe elaborately 
Nāgārjuna's method of applying his dialectic to the refutation of 
the various Buddhistic and other categories. But from what has 
been said it may be possible to compare or contrast Nāgārjuna's 
dialectic with that of Sriharsa. Neither Nagarjuna nor Sriharsa is 
interested to give any rational explanation of the world-process, 
nor are they interested to give a scientific reconstruction of our 
world-experience. They are agreed in discarding the validity of 
world-experience as such. But, while Nagarjuna had no thesis of 
his own to uphold, Sriharsa sought to establish the validity and 
ultimate reality of Brahman. But, it does not appear that he ever 
properly tried to apply his own dialectic to his thesis and attempted 
to show that the definition of Brahman could stand the test of the 
criticism of his own dialectic. Both Nagarjuna and Sriharsa were, 
however, agreed in the view that there was no theory of the recon- 
struction of world-appearance which could be supported as valid. 
But, while Sriharsa attacked only the definitions of the Nyaya, 
Nagarjuna mainly attacked the accepted Buddhistic categories and 
also some other relevant categories which were directly connected 
with them. But the entire efforts of Sriharsa were directed to 
showing that the definitions of the Nyaya were faulty and that 
there was no way in which the Nyaya could define its categories 
properly. From the fact that the Nyaya could not define its 
categories he rushed to the conclusion that they were intrinsically 
indefinable and that therefore the world-appearance which was 
measured and scanned in terms of those categories was also false. 
Nagarjuna’s methods differ considerably from those of Sriharsa in 
this, that the concepts which he criticized were shown by him to 
have been intrinsically based and constructed on notions which 
had no essential nature of their own, but were understood only 
in relation to others. No concept revealed any intrinsic nature of 
its own, and one could understand a concept only through another, 
and that again through the former or through another, and so on. 
The entire world-appearance would thus be based on relative 
conceptions and be false. Nagarjuna’s criticisms are, however, 
largely of an a priori nature, and do not treat the concepts in 
a concrete manner and are not based on the testimony of our 
psychological experience. The oppositions shown are therefore 
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very often of an abstract nature and occasionally degenerate into 
verbalism. But as a rule they are based on the fundamentally 
relative nature of our experience. They are never half so elaborate 
as the criticisms of Sriharsa; but at the same time they are funda- 
mentally more convincing and more direct than the elaborate 
roundabout logical subtleties of Sriharsa’s dialectic. It cannot be 
denied that, based on the dialectical methods of Nagarjuna, 
Buddhapalita and Candrakirti, Sriharsa’s criticisms, following an 
altogether different plan of approach, show wonderful powers of 
logical subtlety and finesse, though the total effect can hardly be 
regarded as an advance from the strictly philosophical point of 
view, while the frequent verbalism of many of his criticisms is a 
discredit to his whole venture. 


Dialectical criticisms of Šāntaraksita and Kamalasila 
(A.D. 760) as forerunners of Vedanta Dialectics. 
(a) Criticisms of the Samkhya Parinama Doctrine. 

In tracing the history of the dialectical ways of thinking in the 
Vedanta it has been pointed out in the previous sections that the 
influence of Nagarjuna and Candrakirti on Sankara and some of 
his followers, such as Srīharsa, Citsukha and others, was very great. 
It has also been pointed out that not only Nagarjuna and Candra- 
kirti, but many other Buddhist writers, had taken to critical and 
dialectical ways of discussion. The criticism of the different schools 
of Indian thought, as contained in Santaraksita’s Tattva-samgraha 
with Kamalasila's commentary Parījikā, is a remarkable instance 
of this. Santaraksita lived in the first half of the eighth century 
A.D., and Kamalasila was probably his junior contemporary. They 
refuted the views of Kambalāsvatara, a follower of the Lokayata 
school, the Buddhist Vasumitra (A.D. 100), Dharmatrāta (A.D. 100), 
Ghosaka (A.D. 150), Buddhadeva (a.D. 200), the Naiyayika Vātsyā- 
yana (A.D. 300), the Mimamsist Sabarasvamin (A.D. 300), the 
Sāmkhyist VindAyasvāmin (a.D. 300), the Buddhist Sanghabhadra 
(A.D. 350), Vasubandhu (a.D. 350), the Samkhyist Isvarakrsna 
(A.D. 390), the Buddhist Diūnāga (A.D. 400), the Jaina Ācāryasūri 
(A.D. 478), the Samkhyist Mathara Acarya (A.D. 500), the Naiyayika 
Uddyotakara (A.D. 600), the rhetorician Bhamaha (A.D. 640), the 
Buddhist Dharmakīrti (A.D. 650), the grammarian-philosopher 
Bhartrhari (A.D. 650), the Mimamsist Kumārila Bhatta (A.D. 680), 
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the Jaina Subhagupta (A.D. 700), the Buddhist Yugasena (A.D. 700), 
the Naiyayika Āviddhakarņa (A.D. 700), Sankarasvamin (AD. 700), 
Prasastamati (A.D. 700), Bhāvivikta (A.D. 700), the Jaina Pātrasvāmin 
(A.D. 700), Ahrika (a.D. 700), Sumati (a.p. 700), and the Mīmāmsist 
Uveyaka (A.D. 700)!. It is not possible here, of course, to enter into 
a complete analysis of all the criticisms of the different philosophers 
by Santaraksita and Kamalašīla; yet some of the important points 
of these criticisms may be noted in order to show the nature 
and importance of this work, which also reveals the nature of 
the critical thinking that prevailed among the Buddhists before 
Šankara and by which Šankara and his followers, like Sriharsa, 
Citsukha or Ānandajīāna, were in all probability greatly in- 
fluenced. 

In criticizing the Samkhya views they say that, if the effects, 
the evolutes, be identical with the cause, the pradhana, why should 
they be produced from the pradhana? If they are identical, then the 
evolutes themselves might be regarded as cause or the pradhana 
as effect. The ordinary way of determining causality is invariable 
antecedence, and that is avowedly not available here. The idea of 
parinama, which means identity in diversity, the causal scheme 
of the Sāmkhya, is also inadmissible; for, if it is urged that any 
entity changes into diverse forms, it may be asked whether the 
nature of the causal entity also changes or does not change. If 
it does not change, then the causal and the effect states should 
abide together in the later product, which is impossible; if it 
Changes, then there is nothing that remains as a permanent 
cause; for this would only mean that a previous state is arrested 
and a new state is produced. If it is urged that causal trans- 
formation means the assumption of new qualities, it may be 
asked whether such qualities are different from the causal sub- 
stance or not; if they are, then the occurrence of new qualities 
cannot entitle one to hold the view that the causal substance is 
undergoing transformations (pariņāma). Yf the changing qualities 
and the causal substance are identical, then the first part of the 
argument would reappear. Again, the very arguments that are 
given in favour of the sat-kārya-vāda (existence of the effect in the 
cause) could be turned against it. Thus, if curds, etc. already exist 


> These dates are collected from Dr B.Bhattacharya's foreword to the Tattva- 
samgraha. The present author, though he thinks that many of these dates are 
generally approximately correct, yet, since he cannot spare the room for proper 
discussions, does not take responsibility for them. 
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in the nature of the milk, then what is the meaning of their being 
produced from it? If there is no idea of production, there is no 
idea of causality. If it is urged that the effects are potentially 
existent in the cause, and causal operations only actualize them, 
then it is admitted that the effects are actually non-existent in the 
cause, and we have to admit in the cause some specific character- 
istic, brought about by the causal operation, on account of the 
absence of which the effects remained in the potential state in the 
cause, and that the causal operations which actualize the effects 
produce some specific determinations in the cause, in consequence 
of which the effect, which was non-existent before, is actualized ; 
this would mean that what was non-existent could be produced, 
which would be against the sat-karya-vada theory. In the light of 
the above criticisms, since according to the sat-kārya-vāda theory 
causal productions are impossible, the arguments of Samkhya in 
favour of sat-kārya-vāda, that only particular kinds of effects are 
produced from particular kinds of causes, are also inadmissible. 
Again, according to Samkhya, nothing ought to be capable of 
being definitely asserted, since according to the sat-karya-vada 
theory doubts and errors are always existent as a modification 
of either buddhi, manas or caitamya. Again, the application 
of all Samkhya arguments might be regarded as futile, since all 
arguments are-intended to arrive at decisive conclusions; but de- 
cisive conclusions, being effects, are already existent. If, however, 
it is contended that decisive conclusions were not existent before, 
but were produced by the application of arguments, then there is 
production of what was non-existent, and thus the sat-kārya-vāda 
theory fails. If it is urged that, though the decisive conclusion 
(niscaya) is already existent before the application of the argumen- 
tative premises, yet it may be regarded as being manifested by the 
application of those premises, the Sāmkhyist may be asked to define 
what he means by such manifestation (abhivyakti). This manifes- 
tation may mean either some new characteristic or some knowledge 
or the withdraw4l of some obscuration to the comprehension. In 
the first alternative, it may again be asked whether this new 
character (svabhavatisaya) that is generated by the application of 
the premises is different from the decisive conclusion itself or 
identical with it. If it is identical, there is no meaning in its 
introduction; if it is different, no relation is admissible between 
these two, since any attempt to introduce a relation between 
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(b) Criticism of Isvara. 

One of the chief arguments of the Naiyayika theists in favour 
of the existence of God is based on the fact that the specific forms 
and shapes of the different objects in the world cannot be explained 
except on the supposition of an intelligent organizer or shaper. 
To this Santaraksita and Kamalašīla reply that we perceive only 
the different kinds of visual and tactile sensibles and that there 
are no further shaped wholes or so-called objects, which men 
fancy themselves to be perceiving. It is meaningless to think that 
the visual sensibles and tactile sensibles go together to form one 
whole object. When people say that it is the same coloured object, 
seen in the day, that we touched in the night when we did not 
see it, they are wrong; for colour sensibles or sense-data are entirely 
different kinds of entities from tactile sense-data, and it is meaning- 
less to say that it is the same object or whole which has both 
the colour and tactile characteristics. If two colour sensibles, say 
yellow and blue, are different, then still more different are the 
colour sensibles and the tactile ones. What exist therefore are not 
wholes having colour and tactile characters, but only discrete 
elements of colour and tactile sense-data; the combining of them 
into wholes is due only to false imagination. There are no objects 
which can be perceived by the two senses; there is no proof 
that it is one identical object that is perceived by the eye as well 
as touched. There exist therefore only loose and discrete sense- 
data. There being thus no shaped wholes, the supposition of the 
existence of God as shaper and organizer is inadmissible. The 
mere fact that there are the effects cannot lead to the inference 
that there is one intelligent creator and organizer, since a causal 
inference cannot be made from mere similarity of any description; 
there must be a law of unconditional and invariable connection 
(pratibandha). The argument that, since jugs, etc. are made by an 
intelligent potter, so trees, etc. must also have been made by 
an intelligent creator, is faulty; for trees, etc.p are so different 
in nature from jugs, etc., that it is wrong to make any assertion 
from the former to the latter. The general Buddhist arguments 
against the existence of any eternal entity will also apply against 
the existence of any eternal God. The argument that, since a state 
of arrest breaks up into a state of motion or production in all 
natural phenomena, there must be an intelligent creator, is wrong; 


xi] Dialectical criticisms of Santaraksita and Kamalasila 177 


for there is no state of arrest in nature; all things in the world 
are momentary. Again, if things are happening in succession, at 
intervals, through the operation of a causal agent, then God also 
must be operating at intervals and, by the arguments of the 
opponents themselves, He must have another being to guide 
His operations, and that another, and that another, and there 
would thus be a vicious infinite. If God had been the creator, 
then everything would have sprung into being all at once. He 
ought not to depend on accessory assistance; for, He being the 
creator of all such accessory circumstances, they could not render 
Him any assistance in His creation. Again, if it is urged that the 
above argument does not hold, because God only creates when He 
wishes, then it may be replied that, since God’s will is regarded 
as eternal and one, the old objection of simultaneous production 
holds good. Moreover, since God is eternal and since His will 
depends only on Him and Him alone, His will cannot be transitory. 
Now, if He and His will be always present, and yet at the moment 
of the production of any particular phenomenon all other pheno- 
mena are not produced, then those phenomena cannot be regarded 
as being caused by God or by His will. Again, even if for argu- 
ment’s sake it may be granted that all natural objects, such as 
trees, hills, etc., presuppose intelligent creators, there is no argu- 
ment for supposing that one intelligent creator is the cause of all 
diverse natural objects and phenomena. Therefore there is no 
argument in favour of the existence of one omniscient creator. 
The arguments urged in refutation of prakrti and Igvara would 
also apply against the Patafijala-Samkhya, which admits the joint 
causality of Igvara and prakrti; for here also, prakrti and Īsvara 
being eternal causes, one would expect to have simultaneous pro- 
duction of all effects. If it is urged that the three gunas behave 
as accessory causes with reference to God’s operation, then also 
it may be asked whether at the time of productive activity (sarga) 
the activity of dissolution or of maintenance (sthiti) may also be 
expected to be dperated, or whether at the time of dissolution, 
there might be productive operation as well. If it is urged that, 
though all kinds of forces are existent in prakrti, yet it is only 
those that become operative that take effect, it may be objected 
that some other kind of cause has to be admitted for making some 
powers of‘ prakrti operative, while others are inoperative, and this 


would introduce a third factor; thus the joint causality of purusa 
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and prakrti is also easily refuted. Again, the view that God 
produces the world through kindness is also false; for, had it been 
so, the world would not have been so full of misery. Again, there 
being beforecreation no beings, God could not feel kindness to non- 
existent beings. He would not have destroyed the world had He 
been so kind; if He created and destroyed the world in accordance 
with the good or bad deeds, then He would not be independent. 
Had He been independent, He would nothave allowed Himself to be 
influenced by the consequences of bad deeds in producing misery in 
the world. If He created the world out of mere playful instincts, 
then these playful instincts would be superior to Him. If He 
derived much enjoyment from His productive and destructive play, 
then, if He were able, He would have created and destroyed the 
world simultaneously. If He is not capable of creating and de- 
stroying the world simultaneously, then there is no reason to 
suppose that He would be able to do it at intervals, Tf it is urged 
that the world was produced naturally by His own existence, then 
there would be simultaneous production. If it is objected that, 
just as spiders, though they naturally go on producing webs, yet 
do not produce them all at once, so God also may be producing 
the world gradually and not all at once, it may then be pointed 
out that the analogy of spider's webs is false, since the spider does 
not naturally produce webs, but only through greed for eating 
insects, and its activities are determined by such motives. God, 
however, is One who can have only one uniform motive. If it is 
urged that creation flows from God unconsciously, as it were, it 
may readily be objected that a being who creates such a great 
universe without any intelligent purpose would indeed be very 
unintelligent. 


(c) Refutation of the Soul Theory. 


The Nyāya view of the soul, that our thoughts must have a 
knower and that our desires and feelings must have some entity 
in which they may inhere and that this entity is soul and that it is 
the existence of this one soul that explains the fact of the unity of 
all our conscious states as the experience of one individual, is 
objected to by Santaraksita and Kamalašīla. 'They hold that no 
thought or knowledge requires any further knower for its illumina- 
tion; if it had been so, there would be a vicious infinite. Again, 
desires, feelings, etc., are not like material objects, which would 
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reguire a receptacle in which they might be placed. The so-called 
unity of consciousness is due to a false unifying imagination of . 
the momentary ones as one. It is also well known that different 
entities may be regarded as combined on account of their fulfilling 
the same kinds of functions. It is knowledge in its aspect of ego 
that is often described as the self, though there is no objective 
entity corresponding to it; It is sometimes argued that the existence 
of the soul is proved by the fact that a man is living only so 
long as his vital currents are connected with the soul, and that 
he dies when they are disconnected from it; but this is false, since, 
unless the existence of soul be proved, the supposition of its con- 
nection with vital currents as determining life is untenable. Some, 
however, say that the self is directly perceived in experience; if it 
had not been, there would not have been such diversity of opinion 
about its existence. The sense of ego cannot be said to refer to 
the self; for the sense of ego is not eternal, as it is supposed to be. 
On the other hand, it refers sometimes to our body (as when I say, 
“I am white"), sometimes to the senses (as when I say, “I am 
deaf"), and sometimes to intellectual states. It cannot be said that 
its reference to body or to senses is only indirect; for no other per- 
manent and direct realization of its nature is found in experience. 
Feelings, desires, etc., also often arise in succession and cannot 
therefore be regarded as inhering in a permanent self. The con- 
clusion is that, as all material objects are soulless, so also are human 
beings. The supposed eternal soul is so different from the body 
that it cannot be conceived how one can help the other or even be 
related to it. Thus there is hardly any argument in favour of the 
soul theory of the Nyāya and Vaisesika. 


(d) Refutation of the Mimamsa Theory of the Self. 


Kumarila believed that, though the nature of the self as pure 
consciousness was eternal and unchangeable, yet it passed through 
various changing phases of other feeling and volitional states. That 
the self was of the nature of pure consciousness was proved by 
the fact that it perceives itself to be knower in the past and in 
the present. So the existence of the self is proved by the fact of 
self-consciousness. To this Santaraksita and Kamalašīla reply that, 
if the self is regarded as one eternal consciousness, then know- 
ledge or the knowing faculty (buddhi) ought also to be regarded 
as similarly one and eternal; but seemingly Kumārila does not 
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consider buddhi to be such. If the knowing faculty be regarded as 
eternal and one, how are the varying states of cognition, such as 
colour-cognition, taste-cognition, etc., to be explained? If it is 
urged that, though the knowing faculty is one, yet (just as a fire, 
though it has always a capacity of burning, yet burns only when 
combustible substances are put in it) it only passes through 
various kinds of perception according as various kinds of objects 
are presented to it; or, just as a mirror, though it has always the 
power of reflecting, yet only reflects when the objects are presented 
to it, so the selves are eternally conscious and yet operate only in 
connection with their specific bodies and grasp the various kinds of 
sense-data, and all cognitions are forged from them(selves). If the 
change of cognitions is due to the changing operations of the senses 
and the sense-objects, then such a cognizing faculty cannot be 
regarded as eternal and one. If the knowing faculty is to be re- 
garded as eternal owing to an experience of continuity of conscious- 
ness, then how can one explain the variety of cognitions? If it is 
urged that the variety of cognitions is due to the assumption by the 
cognizing faculty of various forms of objects, then how can one 
explain the experience of the variety of cognitions in hallucinations, 
when there are no objects? Moreover the Mimamsist does not 
think that the cognizing faculty assumes the forms of the objects 
cognized, but believes that cognition reveals the objects in the 
objective world and the cognizing faculty has itself no forms 
(nirākārā buddhih). The fact that there may be cognitions without 
a corresponding real objective presentation proves that our cogni- 
tions are subjective and self-revealed and that they do not reveal 
objective entities. If it is urged that the knowing faculty has always 
the power of revealing all things, then sound-cognition would be 
the same as colour-cognition. The analogy of fire is also false, since 
there is not one fire that is constant; the analogy of the reflecting 
mirror is also false, since there is really no reflection in the mirror 
itself; one can see a reflection in a mirror at a particular angle, 
the mirror therefore is only an apparatus for producing an illusory 
cognition. Again, the buddhi cannot be compared to a mirror as 
an apparatus for producing illusory images; for then some other 
buddhi would be necessary for perceiving illusory images. Again, 
if the self is regarded as one and eternal, then it cannot pass through 
the varying feeling and volitional states. If these states are not 
entirely different from the self, then their changes would imply 
the change of the self; and again, if they are entirely different from 


xi] Dialectical criticisms of Santaraksita and Kamalašīla 181 


the self, how should their change affect the self? Again, if these 
states all belong to the self and it is urged that it is when the 
pleasurable state is submerged in the nature of the common self, 
that the painful state may arise, it may be pointed outin objection 
that, if the pleasurable states could be submerged in the nature of 
the self in identity with itself, then they would be identical with 
the nature of the self. It is also wrong to suppose that the sense of 
self-consciousness refers to a really existing entity corresponding 
to it. It has in reality no specific object to refer to as the self. Tt 
may therefore be safely asserted that the existence of the self is 
not proved by the evidence of self-consciousness. 


(e) Refutation of the Samkhya View of the Self. 

Against the Samkhya view of the self it is pointed out that 
the Sāmkhya regards the self as pure consciousness, one and 
eternal, and that, as such, it ought not to be able to enjoy diverse 
kinds of experiences. If itis held that enjoyment, etc., all belong to 
buddhi and the purusa only enjoys the reflections in the buddhi, 
it may well be objected that if the reflections in the buddhi are 
identical with purusa, then with their change the purusa also 
undergoes a change; and if they are different, the purusa cannot 
be considered to be their enjoyer. Again, if the prakyti concen- 
trates all its activities for the enjoyment of the purusa, how can 
it be regarded as unconscious? Again, if all actions and deeds 
belong to buddhi, and if buddhi be different from purusa, why 
should the purusa suffer for what is done by the buddhi? If, 
again, the nature of purusa cannot be affected by the varying 
states of pleasure and pain, then it cannot be regarded as an en- 
joyer; and, if it could be affected, it would itself be changeable. 


(f) The Refutation of the Upanisad View of the Self. 

The Upanisadic thinkers hold that it is one eternal conscious- 
ness that illusorily appears as all objects, and that there is in reality 
no perceiver and perceived, but only one eternal consciousness. 
Against this view it is urged by Santaraksita and Kamalašīla that, 
apart from the individual cognitions of colour, taste, etc., no 
eternal, unchangeable consciousness is experienced. If one eternal 
consciousness is the one reality, then there cannot be a distinction 
of false knowledge and right knowledge, bondage and emancipa- 
tion. There being only one reality, there is no right knowledge 
which need be attained. 
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(g) Refutation of the Theory of the Persistence of 
Existing Entities. 

Santaraksita and Kamalagila point out that the Naiyayikas 
divide existing entities into two classes, as produced (krtaka) 
and unproduced (a-krtaka), and they hold that those which are 
produced are destructible. The Vatsiputriyas also similarly divide 
existing entities into momentary (e.g. ideas, sound, flame, etc.) 
and non-momentary (e.g. earth, sky, etc.). On this point Santa- 
raksita and Kamalašīla urge that whatever is produced is momen- 
tary, since the destructibility of momentary things does not de- 
pend on any cause excepting the fact that they are produced ; for, 
had the destructibility of such entities depended on conditions 
or causes other than the fact of their being produced, then the 
premise that whatever is produced is necessarily destructible would 
be false. The Naiyāyika view, therefore, that produced entities 
depend for their destruction on other conditions, is false. If pro- 
duced entities do not depend for their destruction on any other 
condition or cause than the fact of their being produced, then they 
must be destroyed the moment they are produced, or in other 
words they are momentary. Moreover, destruction, being nega- 
tion, is not a positive entity and is absolutely contentless, and only 
positive entities depend on other conditions or causes for their 
production. Destruction, being negation, is not produced by any 
conditions or causes like a positive entity. Destruction therefore 
is not generated by any separate causal apparatus, but the very 
causes that lead to the production of an entity lead also to its 
destruction the next moment. Destructibility being a necessary 
characteristic of productibility, destruction cannot need the inter- 
ference of any causes. It has also been stated above that destruc- 
tion is pure negation and has therefore no characteristics which 
have to be generated by any positive set of causes or conditions!. 


1 The word ksanika, which is translated as “momentary,” is, according to 
Santaraksita, a technical term. The character in an entity of dying immediately 
after production, is technically called ksaņa, and whatever has this quality is 
called ksaņika (utpadanantara-vinasi-svabhavo vastunah ksana ucyate, sa yasyāsti 
sa ksaņika iti. Tattva-samgraha, p. 142); ksana therefore does not mean time- 
moment. It means the character of dying immediately after being produced. 
"The objection of Uddyotakara that what only stays for a moment of time (ksana) 
cannot be called ksanika, because at the expiry of the moment nothing remains 
which can be characterized as momentary, is therefore inadmissible. There is, 
however, no entity separate from the momentary character, and the use of the 
term ksanika, which grammatically distinguishes the possessor of the momentary 
character from the momentary character itself, is due only to verbal license. 


ERR 
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Kumalašīla and Santaraksita urge that existence (sattva) can be 
affirmed only of those entities which are capable of serving a purpose 
(artha-kriya-samartha). They urge that entities can only serve a 
purpose, if they are momentary. Entities that persist cannot serve 
any purpose and therefore cannot have any existence. In order to 
prove their thesis they enter into the following argument. If any 
purpose is to be served, then that can be either in succession 
or simultaneously, and no middle alternative is possible. If an 
existing entity persists in time, then all its effects ought to come 
about simultaneously; for, the complete cause being there, the 
effects must also be there, and there is no reason why the effects 
should happen in succession; but it is well known in experience 
that effects happen only in succession and not simultaneously. If, 
however, it is objected that even a persisting entity can perform 
actions in succession owing to its association with successive acces- 
sories (kraminah sahakāriņah), then one may well enquire as to 
the nature of the assistance given by the successive accessories to 
the persisting entity in the production of the effect; is it by pro- 
ducing a special modification (atišayādhāna) of the persisting cause 
or by independent working in consonance with the productive 
action of the persisting entity? In the first alternative, the special 
modification may be either identical with or different from the 
nature of the persisting entity, and both these alternatives are 
impossible; for, if it is identical, then, since the effect follows in 
consequence of the special modification of the accessories, it is the 
element of this special modification that is to be regarded as the 
cause of the effect, and not the persisting entity. If it is again urged 
that the effect is due to the association of the special modification 
with the persisting entity, then it would be impossible to define 
the nature of such association ; for an association may be either of 
identity or of productivity (tadatmya and tad-utpatti), and neither 
of them is possible in the present case, since the special modification 
is recognized as being different from the persisting entity and is 
acknowledged by assumption to be produced by the accessories. 
Again, such association cannot be regarded as being of the nature 
of samavāya; for this special modification, being of the nature of 
an additional assistance (upakāra), cannot be regarded as being of 
the nature of inseparable inherence (samavaya). If this special , 
modification be regarded as being neither of the nature of an 
additional assistance (upakara) nor of the nature of an essence 
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identical with the persisting entity, and if it is still regarded as being 
associated with the persisting entity in a relation of samavāya, then 
anything in the world could be regarded as being in the samavāya 
relation with anything else. In the other alternative, in which it 
is maintained that the Persisting entity awaits only the independent 
working of the accessories, it may well be asked whether the causal 
nature of the persisting entity is the same together with the totality 
of the accessories as it is without them? In the former case, the 
accessories would also be persistent. In the latter case, the per- 
sisting entity can no longer be regarded as persisting. 

Regarding the objection of Bhadanta Yogasena, that the same 
difficulties would arise in the assumption of entities as momentary, 
Santaraksita and Kamalasila reply that in their view the accessories 
behave in two ways, firstly, as independent co-operation (ekartha- 
kriyā-kāritā) and, secondly, as mutual help (parasparopakarita). 
Thus in the first moment the different accessory-units are only 
independently co-operant, since, in one moment, their mutual 
actions cannot help one another; but in the second moment, the 
effects may be regarded as being of a joint nature, and therefore 
mutually determining one another, in the production of the effect 
of the third moment. In this view, though each entity operates 
independently, yet none of their operations are irrelevant. They 
are all being produced and determined by the respective causes 
and conditions in a beginningless series. 

The objection against the momentariness of all things on the 
ground that things are perceived and recognized to be the same, 
and as persisting, is not a valid one. For the fact of persistence 
cannot be perceived by the senses and must be regarded as due 
to false imagination. All Tecognition is due to the operation of 
memory, which is almost universally recognized as invalid for 
purposes of right knowledge. On this point it may be argued that 
in recognition, if the entity now perceived be the same as the entity 
perceived at a previous time, then how can a cognition in the past 
comprehend an entity of the present time? If théy are held to be 
different, then it is acknowledged that the entities perceived as the 
same in recognition are not really the same. The objector's argu- 
ment that, since things pass by the same name, they must be 
persistent is invalid; for it is well known that even in ordinary per- 
ception, where a flame is known to be destroyed every moment, 
and produced anew, it is still said in common verbal usage to be 


xi] Dialectical criticisms of Sāntaraksita and Kamalašīla 185 


the same flame. Thus all existing things must be regarded as 
momentary. 


(h) Refutation of Criticisms of the Non-permanency 
of Entities. 


It is objected by the Naiyayikas and others that, if things are 
momentary, then the theory of karma would fail; for how can it 
be understood that the deeds be performed by one, and the fruits 
reaped by another? How, again, can it be understood that a momen- 
tary cause which does not abide till the rise of the effect should 
produce the same? Again, if objects are momentary, how can they 
be perceived by the eye? The phenomena of recognition would 
also be inexplicable, as there would be no permanent perceiver 
who would identify the present and the past as being one. How, 
again, would the phenomenon of bondage and of emancipation 
apply to a non-permanent being? In reply to this Santaraksita 
and Kamalašīla say that, just as a seed by means of its invariable 
power produces the shoots, without being superintended by any 
conscious agent, so the inner states of a man may generate other 
states, without being superintended by any permanent conscious 
agent; the formula (dharma-samketa) for all production is, ''this 
happening, that happens"; “this being produced, that is pro- 
duced." It is through ignorance that a man cannot discern that 
all subsequent states are determined by the natural forces of the 
preceding ones and thinks of himself as performing this or that 
action or as striving for emancipation. The true nature of things 
cannot be determined by the illusory experience of ignorant people. 
It is sometimes objected that the parts of a seed attain a due 
constitution by assimilating nutritive elements at the second stage, 
and then again at the third stage attain a new constitution by further 
accretion of new nutritive elements, and that therefore it cannot 
be held that the parts of the seed are entirely destroyed at the 
second stage. To this the reply of Santaraksita is that in the second 
moment the effect is produced in dependence on the undestroyed 
causal efficiency of the first causal moment; so that the effect 
is produced by the causal efficiency of the first moment, when 
the cause is not destroyed. The cause however perishes in the 
second moment; for, once the cause has produced the effect, it 
cannot be producing it again and again; if it did, there would be 
a vicious infinite. It must therefore be admitted that the causal 
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efficiency of the cause ceases immediately after production!. The 
view that the effect is produced simultaneously with the cause (saha- 
bhūtam karyam) is unreasonable, since the cause cannot produce 
the effect before it is itself produced; again, it cannot produce after 
it is itself produced ; for then the effect also has to be acknowledged 
to be of the same nature as the cause; but at the same moment it 
can have no scope for its efficiency. Thus the cause and effect 
cannot be produced simultaneously. There is no necessity also for 
admitting a causal operation (vyapara), as separate and distinct 
from the cause. Invariable antecedence is the only qualification 
of cause*. If a causal operation has to be admitted for connecting 
the cause with the effect, then that would require another opera- 
tion, and that another, and there would be a vicious infinite. If 
the causal operation is admitted to be able to generate the effect 
independently by itself, so can the cause be also admitted to be 
able to produce the effect. 'The objection that, if antecedence be ad- 
mitted to be alone the determinant of causality, then the fact, that 
a thing is smelled after it is seen may also lead one to infer that colour 
is the cause of smell, is invalid, for the Buddhists have no objection 
to regarding colour as an accessory cause of smell. It must also be 
remembered that the Buddhists do not regard mere antecedence 
as the definition of cause, but invariable and necessary ante- 
cedence?, Again, no difficulty need be experienced in perception, 
if the objects are admitted to be momentary; for ideas may be 
considered to have forms akin to the objects, or to be formless, but 
revealing the objects. In either case the ideas are produced by 
their causes, and the momentariness or permanence of objects has 
nothing to do with their determination‘. There are in reality no 
agent and no enjoyer, but only the series of passing mental pheno- 
mena. Causality consists in the determination of the succeeding 
states by the previous ones. The objection of Uddyotakara, that, if 
the mind is momentary, it cannot be modified (vāsanā) by deeds 
(karma), is invalid; for, in the Buddhist view, this modification 


1 The Vaibhāgikas are spoken of by Santaraksita as holding the view that 
the effect is produced at the third moment. In this view the effect is produced 
by the destroyed cause. 

2 idam eva hi kāryasya kāraņāpeksā yat tad-anantara-bhāvitvam. Tattva- 
samgraha, p. 177. 

? na hi vayam ānantarya-mātram kārya-kāraņa-bhāvādhigati-nibandhanam 
- + .Yasyaivanantaram yad bhavati tat tasya kāraņam isyate. Ibid. p. 180. ` 

* Santaraksita and Kamalašīla are Buddhists who style themselves nirakara- 
vijūāna-vādin. 
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(vāsanā) means nothing more than the production of a new mental 
state of a modified nature. There is again no permanent perceiver 
who remembers and recognizes; it is only when in a particular series 
of conscious states, on account of the strength of a particular 
perception, such particularly modified mental states are generated 
as may be said to contain seeds of memory, that memory is possible. 
The Buddhists also do not consider that there is one person 
who suffers bondage and is liberated; they think that bondage 
means nothing more than the production of painful states due to 
ignorance (avidyā) and other mental causes, and that liberation 
also means nothing more than purity of the mental states due 
to cessation of ignorance through right knowledge. 


(i) Refutation of the Nyāya Vaisesika Categories. 


Santaraksita and Kamalašīla attempt to refute the categories of 
substance (dravya) with its subdivisions, quality (guna), action 
(karma), generality, or class concepts (sāmānya), specific pecu- 
liarities (vifega), relation of inherence (samavāya), and the conno- 
tation and denotation of words (sabdārtha). This refutation may 
briefly be set out here. 

Speaking against the eternity of atoms, they hold that, since no 
special excellence can be produced in eternal entities, no conditions 
or collocations of any kind can produce any change in the nature 
of the atoms; thus, the atoms being always the same in nature, 
all objects should be produced from them either at once, or not 
at all. The mere fact that no cause of atoms is known is no ground 
for thinking that they are causeless. Again, substance, as different 
from characters and qualities, is never perceived. The refutation 
of wholes (avayavi), which has already been effected, also goes 
against the acceptance of substantive wholes, and so the four 
substances. earth, water, air and fire, which are ordinarily re- 
garded as substantive—wholes made up of atoms—also stand 
refuted. Again, it is not easy to prove the existence of separate 
and independent time and space entities; for spatial and temporal 
determinations may well be explained as mental modifications due, 
like other facts of experience, to their specific causes. The Buddhists 
of course accept the existence of manas as an instrument separate 
from the sense-organs, but they do not admit its existence as an 
eternal and single entity. 

The refutation of substances implies the refutation of gunas, 
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which are supposed to be dependent on substances. If the sub- 
stances do not exist, there can also be no relation of inherence, in 
which relation the guņas are supposed to exist in substances. There 
is, again, no meaning in acknowledging colours, etc., as different 
from the atoms in which they are supposed to exist. The per- 
ception of numbers also ought to be regarded as due to mental 
modifications associated with particular cognitions. There is no 
reason for holding that numbers should stand as separate gualities. 
In a similar manner Santaraksita and Kamalagila proceed with the 
refutation of the other Nyāya gualities. 

Proceeding with the refutation of action (karma), they hold that, 
if all things are admitted to be momentary, then action cannot be 
attributed to them; for action, involving as it does successive 
separation of parts and association of. contact-points, implies many 
moments for its execution. If things are admitted to be persistent 
or eternal, then also movement cannot be explained. If things are 
admitted to be always moving, then they will be in motion while 
they are perceived to be at rest, which is impossible. If things 
are at rest by nature, there cannot be any vibratory movement in 
them. The main principle involved in the refutation of gunas and 
karmas consists in the fact that the gunas and karmas are regarded 
by the Buddhists as being identical with the particular sense-data 
cognized, It is wrong, in their view, to analyse the sense-data as 
substances having qualities and motion as different categories in- 
hering in them. Whatever may be the substance, that is also the 
quality which is supposed to be inhering in it, as also the motion 
which it is supposed to execute. 

Regarding the refutation of class-concepts the main drift of 
Buddhist argument is that, though the perception of class-natures 
may be supposed to be due to some cause, yet it is wrong to 
assume the existence of eternal class-nature existing constantly 
in all the changing and diverse individual members of a class. 
For, howsoever we may try to explain it, it is difficult to see 
how one thing can remain constantly the same, though all the 
individual members in which it is supposed to exist are constantly 
changing. If class-natures are said to inhere owing to specific 
qualities, e.g. cooking in the cook, then also it may be objected 
that, since the operation of cooking is different in each case, there 
is no one character “cooking” by virtue of which the cláss-nature 
of cook is admissible. Moreover, a cook is called a cook even when 
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he is not cooking. Considerations like these should lead amy 
thinking person to deny the existence of eternal class-natures. 

Regarding the refutation of specific qualities (vifega) it is held 
that, if yogins can perceive the ultimate specific qualities as dif- 
ferent from one another, they might equally perceive the atoms to 
be different from one another; if the atoms cannot be perceived 
as different except through some other properties, then the same 
may be required of the specific properties themselves. 

Regarding the refutation of samavāya, or relation of inherence, 
the Buddhist objects mainly to the admission of a permanent 
samavāya relation, though all the individuals in which this relation 
may be supposed to exist should be changing or perishing. It is a 
false supposition that the relation of inherence, such as that of the 
cloth in the thread, is ever felt to be, as if the one (e.g. the cloth) 
was existing in the other (threads), as the Naiyāyikas suppose. 


Dialectic of Sankara and Anandajfiüna. 


It is well known that Šankarācārya in his commentary on the 
Brahma-sütra, 11. ii 11-17, criticizes the atomic theory of the 
Vaiíesikas, His first thesis is that the production of an effect 
different in nature from the cause, as in the case of the production 
of the impure world from pure Brāhman, can be justified on the 
analogy of even the critics of the Vedanta, the Vaisesikas, The 
Vaisesikas hold that in the production of the dey-anuka (containing 
two atoms) from the paramāņu (single atom) and of the catur-anuka 
(containing four atoms) from the dvy-aņuka, all other qualities of 
the paramāņu and the dey-anuka are transferred to the dey-anuka 
and catur-aņuka respectively, excepting the specific measures of 
pārimāņdalya (specific atomic measure) and aņu-krarva (specific 
measure of the dyads), which are peculiar to paramāņu and doy- 
anuka respectively. Thus, though all other qualities of paramāņus 
pass over to dvy-aņukas produced by their combination, yet the 
specific pdrimanfalya measure of the paramāņus does not pass to 
the dvy-aņukas, which are of the anu-hrasva parimāņa, So also, 
though all the qualities of dey-aņukas would pass on to the catur- 
anukas made out of their combination, yet their own specific 
anu-hrasva parimāņa would not pass on to the catur-aņukas, which 
are posséssed of their own measure, viz. the mahat parimāņa, 
uncaused by the parimana of the dey-anukar. This shows that the 
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Vaisesikas believe that the parimandalya measure (parimāņa) of the 
paramāņus may produce an altogether different measure in their 
product, the dvy-anukas, and so the anu-hrasva measure of the 
dvy-aņukas may produce an altogether different measure in their 
product, the catur-anukas, viz. the mahat parimāņa. On this 
analogy it may be contended that the Vaisesikas have nothing 
to object to in the production of an altogether different effect (viz. 
the impure world) from an altogether different cause, the pure 
Brahman. If it is urged that the measure of the paramanu cannot 
pass on to the dvy-aņuka only because its passage is rendered im- 
possible by the taking possession of it by an opposite quality (the 
anu-hrasva parimana), then a similar reply may be given in the case 
of the difference between the world and Brahman. Moreover, 
since, according to the Vaisesika theory, all products remain for 
a moment without qualities, there is no reason why, when the 
dvy-anuka was produced, the parimandalya measure should not 
pass on to it. At that moment, since the parimandalya measure 
did not pass on to it as did the other qualities, it follows, not that 
the passing of the parimandalya measure is opposed by the other 
parimāņa, but that it naturally did not pass on to it. Again, it 
cannot be objected that the analogy of dissimilarity of qualities 
(guna) cannot be cited in support of the dissimilarity of substances. 
Sankara's second thesis is that the Vaisesika view that atoms 
combine is wrong, because, since the atoms are partless, and since 
combination implies contact and contact implies parts which come 
in contact, there cannot be any combination of atoms. More- 
over, since before creation there is no one who can make an effort, 
and since the contact of atoms cannot be effected without effort, 
and since the selves, being unconscious at that time, cannot them- 
selves make any effort, it is impossible to account for the activity 
without which the contact of the atoms would also be impossible. 
So the atoms cannot combine, for want of the effort needed for such 
' a contact. Šankara's third point is that the relation of samavāya 
upheld by the Vaisesikas cannot be admitted; for, if to unite two 
different objects the relation of samavāya is needed, then samavāya, 
being itself different from them, would require another samavaya 
to connect itself with them, and that another, and that another, 
and so on ad infinitum. 1f the relation of contact requires a further 
relation of samavāya to connect it with the objects ir. contact, there 
is no reason why samavaya should not require some other relation 
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in its turn. Again, if the atoms are regarded as always operative 
and combining, then there can be no dissolution (pralaya), and, 
if they are always disintegrating, then creation would be impossible. 
Again, since the atoms possess the qualities of colour, etc., they 
must be the product of some simpler causes, just as other objects 
having qualities are made up of simpler entities. Moreover, it is 
not right to suppose that, since we have the idea of non-eternality, 
this must imply eternality and that therefore the atoms must be 
eternal; for, even though it implies the existence of eternality, it 
does not imply that the atoms should be eternal, since there is such 
an eternal thing as Brahman. Again, the fact that the cause of the 
destruction of the atoms is not known does not imply that they 
are eternal; for mere ignorance of the ways of destruction does 
not imply eternality. Again, the Vaisesikas are wrong in speaking 
of six different categories and yet hold that all the five other 
categories depend on substance for their existence or manifesta- 
tion. A substance and its quality do not appear to be as different 
as two substances. A substance appears black or white, and this 
implies that the qualities are at bottom identical with the substance 
(dravyatmakata gunasya). It cannot, moreover, be urged that the 
dependence of other categories on substance consists in their in- 
separableness (ayuta-siddhatva) from it. This inseparableness can- 
not be inseparableness of space; for, when threads constitute as their 
product a piece of cloth, then the threads and the cloth cannot be 
regarded as having the same space, yet, being cause and effect, 
they are to be regarded as ayuta-siddha, or inseparable; and yet the 
whiteness of the cloth is not regarded as abiding in the threads. If 
inseparableness means inseparableness of time, then the two horns 
of a bull, which exist at the same time, should also be regarded as 
inseparable; and, if inseparableness means inseparableness of char- 
acter or sameness of character, then quality cannot be regarded 
as being different from substance. Again, since the cause exists 
prior to the effect, it cannot be regarded as inseparable from the 
cause, and yet it ts asserted by the Vaisesikas that their relation is 
one of samavaya, since they are inseparable in their nature. 
Sankara, however, seldom indulges in logical dialectic like the 
above, and there are only a few rare instances in which he attacks 
his opponents from a purely logical point of view. But even here 
he does rtot so much criticize the definitions of the Vaisesikas as 
point out the general logical and metaphysical confusions that 
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result from some of the important Vaisesika theories. It is easy 
to note the difference of a criticism like this from the criticism 
Of Sriharsa in his Khandana-khanda-khadya, where he uses all the 
power of his dialectical subtleties to demolish the cherished 
principles of pure logic as formulated by the Nyāya logicians. 
It is not a criticism of certain doctrines in support of others, but 
it is a criticism which aims at destroying the possibility of logical 
or perceptual knowledge as a whole. It does not touch any specific 
metaphysical views, but it denies the power of perception and 
inference to give us right knowledge, and it supposes that it 
achieves its purpose by proving that the Nyaya modes of definition 
of perception and inference are faulty and self-contradictory. 
Citsukha's attempts are more positive; for he criticizes not only 
the Nyaya categories of logic, but also the categories of Vaisesika 
metaphysics, and makes some positive and important statements, 
too, about the Vedanta doctrine itself. Anandajfiana’s Tarka- 
samgraha is another important work of negative criticism of the 
Vaisesika categories and in that sense a continuation on a more 
elaborate scale of Citsukha's criticisms of the Vaisesika categories. 
The importance of the Vaisesika was gradually increasing, as it was 
gradually more and more adopted by Vaisņava realistic writers, 
such as Madhva and his followers, and it was supposed that a 
refutation of the Vaisesika would also imply a refutation of the 
dualistic writers who draw their chief support from Vaisesika 
physics and metaphysics. 

Anandajfana, also called Anandagiri, was probably a native of 
Gujarat and lived in the middle of the thirteenth century. Mr 
Tripathi points out in his introduction to Ānandajiiāna's Tarka- 
samgraha that Anandajfiana was a spiritual head of the Dvaraka 
monastery of Sankara, of which Surešvarācārya was the first 
teacher. He was a pupil of two teachers, Anubhūtisvarūpācārya 
and Suddhananda. Anubhūtisvarūpācārya wrote five works, viz. 
(1) a grammatical work called Sarasvata-prakriya, (2) acommentary 
on Sankara’s commentary on Gaudapada’s Mandakya-karika, 
(3) a commentary on Anandabodha Yati's Nyaya-makaranda, called 
Nyaya-makaranda-samgraha, (4) a commentary, called Candrika, 
on Ānandabodha's Nyaya-dipavali, and (5) another commentary, 
called Nibandha, on Anandabodha’s Pramana-malà. Nothing is 
known about his other teacher, Suddhananda, who is different 
from the other Suddhananda, the teacher of Svayamprakāša of the 
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seventeenth century, author of the Advaita-makaranda-tika. One of 
the most distinguished of Anandagiri’s pupils was Akhandananda, 
author of the Tattva-dipana, a commentary on Prakā$ātman's 
Paūca-pādikā-vivaraņa, as he refers to him as $rimad-ananda- 
šailāhva-paūcāsyam satatam bhaje in the fourth verse of his Tattva- 
dipana. Ānandagiri wrote a large number of works, which are mostly 
commentaries. Of these his /savasya-bhasya-tippana, Kenopanisad- 
bhāsya-tippaņa, Vakya-vivarana-vyakhya, Kathopanisad-bhāsya- 
tīkā, Mundaka-bhasya-vyakhyana, Mandikya-Gaudapadiya-bhasya- 
vyākhyā, Taittirīya-bhāsya-tippaņa, Chandogya-bhasya-tika, Tait- 
tirīya-bhāsya-vārttika-tīkā, Sastra-prakasika, Brhad-aranyaka- 
bhasya-varttika-tika, — Brhad-aranyaka-bhasya-tika, Sariraka- 
bhasya-tika (called also Nyaya-nirnaya), Gita-bhasya-vivecana, 
Paficikarana-vivarana, with a commentary called Tattva-candrika 
by Rama Tīrtha, a pupil of Jagannathasrama (latter part of the 
fifteenth century), and Tarka-samgraha have already been printed. 
But some of his other works, such as Upadeša-sāhasrī-vivrti, 

‘akya-vrtti-tika, Atma-jianopadesa-tika, Svarūpa-nirņaya-tīkā, 
Tripuri-prakarana-tika, Padartha-tattva-nirnaya-vivarana and 
Tattvaloka, still remain to be printed. It will thus be seen 
that almost all his works are but commentaries on Šankara's 
commentaries and other works. The Tarka-samgraha and 
Tattvāloka (attributed to “Janardana,” which was probably the 
name of Ānandagiri when he was a householder) seem to be his 
only two independent works!. Of these the manuscript of the 
second work, in which he refutes the doctrines of many other 
philosophers, including Bhāskara's pariņāma doctrines, has, un- 
fortunately, not been available to the present writer. The Tarka- 
samgraha is devoted almost wholly to a detailed refutation of the 
Vaisesika philosophy. The book is divided into three chapters. In 
the first chapter, dealing with the criticism of substances (dravya), 
he starts with a refutation of the concepts of duality, reality 
(tattva), existence (sattva), non-existence, positivity (bhava) and 
negativity (abhava). Ānandojīāna then passes on to a refutation of 
the definition of substance and its division into nine kinds 
(according to the Vaisesika philosophy). He then criticizes the first 
substance, earth, and its diverse forms, as atoms (paramāņu) and 
molecules (doyanuka),and its grosser forms and their modified states, 


1 See Mr Tripathi's introduction to his edition of the Tarka-samgraha, 
Baroda, 1917. 
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as bodies, senses and sense-objects, and continues to criticize the 
other substances such as water, fire, air, and the theory of creation 
and dissolution, akasa, time, space, self (atman) and manas. In the 
second chapter he goes on to the criticism of qualities (guna), 
such as colour (ripa), taste (rasa), smell (gandha), touch (sparsa), 
the effects of heat on the transformations of objects through mole- 
cular or atomic changes (pilu-paka and pithara-paka), number 
(sarikhyā), measure (parimāņa), separateness (prthaktva), contact 
(samyoga), separation (vibhaga), the nature of knowledge, illusion 
and dreams, the nature of right knowledge and its means (pramana 
and pramā), perception (pratyaksa), inference (anumāna), con- 
comitance (vyāptt), reason (ketu), fallacies (hetv ābhāsa), examples 
(drstanta), discussions, disputations and wranglings, testimony of 
the scriptures (agama), analogy (upamāna), memory, pleasure, 
pain, will, antipathy (dvesa), effort (prayatna), heaviness, liquidity 
(dravatva), virtue, vice, etc. In the third chapter he refutes the 
notion of action, class-concept or universality (jadi), the relation 
of inherence (samavaya) and different kinds of negation. The 
thesis designed to be proved in all these refutations is the same as 
that of Sriharsa or Citsukha, viz. that in whatsoever manner the 
Vaisesikas have attempted to divide, classify or define the world 
of appearances they have failed. 

The conclusion at which he arrives after this long series of 
criticisms and refutations reminds us of Anandabodha’s conclu- 
sions in his Vyāya-makaranda, on which a commentary was written 
by his teacher Anubhūtisvarūpa Acarya, to which reference has 
already been made when Anandabodha’s views were under dis- 
cussion. Thus Anandajfana says that an illusory imposition cannot 
be regarded as existent (sat) ; for, since it is non-existent in the sub- 
stratum (adhisthana) of its appearance, it cannot be existent any- 
where else. Neither can it be regarded as absolutely non-existent 
(atyantasat) ; for, had it been so, it would not have appeared as 
immediately perceived (aparoksa-pratiti-virodhat); nor can it be 
regarded as existent and non-existent in the same'object. The only 
alternative left is that the illusory imposition is indescribable in its 
nature. This indescribability (anirvacyatva) means that, in which- 
ever way one may try to describe it, it is found that none of those 
ways can be affirmed of it or, in other words, that it is indescribable 


1 parisesyad anirvacyam Gropyam upagamyatàm sattvādīnām prakārāņām 
prāg-ukta-nyāya-bādhanāt. Tarka-samgraha, p. 135. 
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in each and every one of those ways!. Now, since all appearances 
must have something for their cause and since that which is not 
a real thing cannot have a real thing as its material cause (za ca 
avastuno vastu upadanam upapadyate), and, since they are all in- 
describable in their nature, their cause must also be of that nature, 
the nescience of the substratum?. 

Hethen asserts that this nescience (ajfiana), which is the material 
out of which all appearances take their form, is associated with 
Brahman; for Brahman could not be regarded as omniscient or the 
knower of all (sarva-jña) without its association with ajaana, which 
is the material stuff of the all (the knower, the means of knowledge, 
the objects and their relations)’. Everything else that appears 
except the one reality, the self, the Brahman, is the product of 
this ajfiana. This one ajñāna then can explain the infinite kinds of 
appearances, and there is not the slightest necessity of admitting 
a number of ajfíánas in order to explain the diversity or the plurality 
of appearances. The many selves are thus but appearances pro- 
duced by this one ajfana in association with Brahman‘. It is the 
one ajñāna thatis responsible for appearances of the dream state as 
well as of the waking state. It is the one ajitāna which produces all 
kinds of diversity by its diversity of functions or modes of opera- 
tion. If there is only one reality, which through ne ajfiana appears 
in all diverse forms of appearances, how is the phenomenon of 
self-consciousness or self-recognition to be explained? To this 
difficulty Anandajfiana’s reply is that both the perceiving and the 
perceived self are but false appearances in the antahkarana (an 
ajfiána product), and that it does not in any way infect the one 
true self with any kind of activity. Thus there is the one Brahman 
and there is one beginningless, indescribable ajrtāna in connection 
with it, which is the cause of all the infinitely diverse appearances 
through which the former appears impure and suffers bondage, 
as it were, and again appears liberated, as it were, through the 

s yena yena prakürena paro nirvaktum icchati 

tena tenātmanā *yogas tad-anirvācyatā mata. Tarka-samgraha, p. 136. 

* tasmād rūpyādi-kāryasyānirvācyatvāt tad-upādānam api adhisthànajfianam 
upādeyam. Ibid. p. 137. 

3 bramánatah sarvajfiatue "pi pramātrtvasya pramana-pr. a-sambandhasya 
cājitāna-sambandham antarendsiddheh tasmin ajfianavattv. avasyam āsrayita- 
vyam anyathā sarvajtiatvāyogāt. Ibid. pp. 137, 138. j ķi 4 

4 ekas tāvad ātmā dvayor api āvayoh sampratipanno 'sti, tasya svājilānād eva 
avivāda-siddhād ekasmād atiriktam sarvam pratibhāti;.. „samastasyaiva bheda- 
bhānasyāpāramārthikasyaikajttāna-sāmarthyād eva sambhavān ndajnana-bhede 
hetur asti. Ibid. pp. 138, 139. 
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realization of the Vedāntic truth of the real nature of the self*. In 
fact there is neither bondage nor emancipation. : 

In view of the above it may be suggested that Anandajiiana is 
following the same line of interpretation of the relation of ajūāna 
to Brahman which was upheld by Vacaspati and Anandabodha. 
Anandajfiana’s position as an interpreter of Sankara's philosophy 
is evident from the number of able commentaries which he wrote 
on the commentaries of Sankara and also from the references 
made to him by later writers. Mr Tripathi collects the names 
of some of these writers, as Prajfianananda, Sesa Šārngadhara, 
Vādivāgīsvara, Vādīndra, Rāmānanda Sarasvati, Sadananda 
Kāšmīraka (A.D. 1547), Krsņānanda (a.D. 1650), Mahešvara 
Tirtha (A.D. 1650) and others. 


Philosophy of the Prakatartha-vivarana (a.D. 1200). 


The Prakatārtha-vivaraņa (as the writer himself calls it in the 
colophon of the work—prarabhyate vivaranam prakatartham etat) 
is an important commentary still in manuscript on Sankara's 
commentary on the Brahma-siitra, which the present writer 
had an opportunity of going through from a copy in the Adyar 
Library, Madras, through the kind courtesy of the Librarian, 
Mr T. R. Chintamani, who is intending to bring out an edition. 
The author, however, does not anywhere in the work reveal his 
own name and the references which can be found in other 
works are all to its name as Prakafar or to the author of the 
Prakatārtha (prakatārtha-kāra), and not to the author's personal 
name*. This work has been referred to by Anandajüana, of 
the thirteenth century (Mundaka, p. 32; Kena, p. 23; Ānandā- 
Srama editions A.D. 1918 and 1917), and it may well be supposed 
that the author of the work lived in the latter half of the twelfth 


1 Advitīyam ātma-tattvam, tatra ca anādy anirvācyam ekam ajfianam ananta- 
bheda-pratibhana-nidanam, tatas cānekārtha-kalusitam ātma-tattvam baddham 
ivānubhūyamānam,vedānta-vākyottha-tattva-sāksātkāra-parākrta-sakāryājūānam 
muktam iva bhāti; paramārthato na bandho na muktir iti sakaryājūāna-nivrtty- 
upalaksitam paripūrņam ātma-tattvam eva parama-purugartha-rüpam sidhyati. 
Tarka-samgraha, p. 141. 

2 The colophon of the work runs as follows: 

jūātvāpi yasya bahu-kālam acintanena 
vyākhyātum aksamatayā paritāpi cetah 
tasyopatapa-haranaya mayeha bhāsye 
prarabhyate vivaranam prakatārtham etat. 
MS. No. I, 38. 27, Govt. MSS. Library, Madras. 
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century. He certainly preceded Rāmādvaya, the author of the 
Vedanta-kaumudi, who not only refers to the Prakatārtha, but 
has been largely influenced in many of his conceptions by the 
argument of this work!. The author of the latter holds that the 
indefinable maya in association with pure consciousness (cin- 
mātra-sambandhinī) is the mother of all existence (bhata-prakrti). 
Through the reflection of pure consciousness in māyā is produced 
Igvara (God), and by a transformation of Him there arises the 
creator Brahmā, and itis by the reflection of the pure consciousness 
in the infinite parts of this Brahmā that there arise the infinite 
number of individual souls through the veiling and creating 
functions of the maya. Maya or ajfiana is not negation, but 
a positive material cause, just as the earth is of the jug (ajūānam 
nābhāva upādānatvān mrdvat). But, being of the nature of veiling 
(āvaraņatvāt) and being destructible through right knowledge 
(prakasa-heyatvat), it cannot be known as it is: still it may 
well be regarded as the positive cause of all illusions?. The well- 
known Vedāntic term svaprakasa is defined in the Prakatārtha as 
illumination without the cognition of its own idea (sva-samvin- 
nairapeksena sphuranam). The self is to be regarded as self- 
revealing ; for without such a supposition the revelation of the self 
would be inexplicable?, The author of the Prakatarthathen criticizes 
the Kumārila view of cognition as being a subjective act, inferable 
from the fact of a particular awareness, as also the Nyaya-Vaisesika 
and Prabhākara views of knowledge as an illumination of the object 
inhering in the subject (atma-samavayi visaya-prakaso jfíanam), and 
the Bhāskara view of knowledge as merely a particular kind of 
activity of the self; and he ultimately holds the view that the mind 
or manas is a substance with a preponderance of sattva, which has 
an illuminating nature, and that it is this manas which, being helped 
by the moral destiny (adrstādi-sahakrtam), arrives at the place where 
the objects stand like a long ray of light and comes in contact with 
it, and then as a result thereof pure consciousness is reflected upon 
the object, and this leads to its cognition. Perceptual cognition, thus 
defined, would be a mental transformation which can excite the 


1 Vedānta-kaumudī, MS. transcript copy, p. 99. x 

* āvaraņatvāt prakasa-heyatvad và tamovat-svarūpeņa pramāņa-yogyatve "py 

abhāva-vyāvrtti-bhrama-kāraņatvādi-dharma-visistasya pramanikatvam na viru- 
dhyate. MS. p. 12. j 
3 ātmā sva-prakāšas tato 'nyatha'nupapadyamanatve sati 

prakāšamānatvān na ya evam na sa evam yathà kumbhah. Prakatārtha MS. 
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revelation of an object (manah-parinamah samvid-vyafijako jūānam)!. 
In the case of inference, however, the transformation of manas 
takes place without any actual touch with the objects; and there is 
therefore no direct excitation revealing the object; for the manas 
there, beingin direct touch with the reason or the linga,is prevented 
from being in contact with the object that is inferred, There is 
here not an operation by which the knowledge of the object can be 
directly revealed, but only such a transformation of the manas 
that a rise of the idea about the object may not be obstructed*. 
The author of the Prakatartha accepted the distinction between 
maya and ajÓana as conditioning Jsvara and jīva. 


Vimuktātman (a.D. 1200). 


Vimuktātman, a disciple of Avyayātman Bhagavat Püjyapada, 
wrote his Īsta-siddhi probably not later than the early years of the 
thirteenth century. He is quoted and referred to by Madhusūdana 
in his Advaita-siddhi and by Rāmādvaya in his Vedanta-kaumudi 
of the fourteenth century. It was commented upon by Jnanottama, 
the teacher of Citsukha, and this commentary is called Īsta- 
siddhi-vyakhya or Ista-siddhi-vivarana. For reasons stated else- 
where Jiiānottama could not have flourished later than the latter 
half of the thirteenth century. Vimuktātman wrote also another 
work, called Pramāņa-vrtti-nirņaya, to which he refers in his 
Ista-siddhi (MS. p. 72). The work has not yet been published, 
and the manuscript from the Adyar Library, which is a transcript 
copy of a manuscript of the Nàduvil Matham, Cochin State, and 
which has been available to the present writer, is very fragmentary 
. in many parts; so much so, that it is often extremely difficult to 
follow properly the meaning of the discussions. The work is 
divided into eight chapters, and is devoted in a very large 
part to discussions relating to the analysis of illusions in the 
Vedānta school and in the other schools of philosophy. This work 
is to be regarded as one of the four traditional Siddhis, such as the 
Brahma-siddhi by Mandana, the Naiskarmya-siddhi by Surešvara, 

1 MS. p. 54. 

z upalabdha-sambandhārthā kāreņa pariņatam mano 
>nāvabhāsa-vyāvrtti-mātraphalam, na tu samvid-vyatījakam 
lingādi-samvid-vyavadhāna-pratibandhāt. MS. p. 54. 

It is easy to see how Dharmarājādhvarīndra elaborated his Vedantic theory of 


perception and inference with these and other data worked out by his pre- 
decessors. 
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the Ista-siddhi by Vimuktatman and the Advaita-siddhi by 
Madhusūdana. Hitherto only the Naiskarmya-siddhi and the 
Advaita-siddhi have been published. The Brahma-siddhi is expected 
to be published soon in Madras; but as yet the present writer is 
not aware of any venture regarding this important work. 

The work begins with the interpretation of a salutation made 
by the author, in which he offers his adoration to that birthless, 
incognizable, infinite intuitive consciousness of the nature of self- 
joy which is the canvas on which the illusory world-appearance 
has been painted. Thus he starts the discussion regarding the 
nature of the ultimate reality as pure intuitive consciousness 
(anubhüti). Nothing can be beginningless and eternal, except pure 
consciousness. The atoms are often regarded as beginningless; 
but, since they have colours and other sense-properties, they 
are like other objects of nature, and they have parts also, as 
without them no combination of atoms would be possible. 
Only that can be indivisible which is partless and beginning- 
less, and it is only the intuitive consciousness that can be said 
to be so. The difference between consciousness and other objects 
is this, that, while the latter can be described as the "this" 
or the object, the former is clearly not such. But, though this 
difference is generally accepted, dialectical reasoning shows that 
the two are not intrinsically different. There cannot logically be 
any difference between the perceiving principle (drk) and the 
perceived (dríya); for the former is unperceived (adrsyatvat). 
No difference can be realized between a perceived and an un- 
perceived entity; for all difference relates two cognized entities. 
But it may be argued that, though the perceiver may not be 
cognized, yet he is self-luminous, and therefore the notion of l 
difference ought to be manifested. A reply to this objection 
involves a consideration regarding the nature of difference. If 
difference were of the nature of the entities that differed, then 
difference should not be dependent on a reference to another (na 
svarūpa-drstih prati-yogy-apekşā). The difference has thus to be 
regarded as a characteristic (dharma) different from the nature of 
the differing entities and cognized by a distinct knowing process 
like colours, tastes, etc.! But this view also is not correct, since it 
is difficult to admit “difference” as an entity different from the 

1 tasmāt kathañcit bhinno jñānāntara-gamyo rūpa-rasādivad bhedo 'bhyupeyah. 
Adyar Ista-siddhi MS. p. 5. 
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differing entities; for such a difference would involve another dif- 
ference by which it is known, and that another and that another, 
we should have an infinite regress ; and the same objection applies to 
the admission of mutual negation as a separate entity. This being 
so, itis difficult to imagine how *' difference" or mutual negation 
between the perceiver and the perceived can be cognized; for it is 
impossible that there should be any other cognition by which this 
“difference,” or mutual negation which has the perceiver as one 
of its alternating poles, could be perceived!. Moreover, the self- 
luminous perceiving power is always present, and it is impossible 
that it could be negated—a condition without which neither 
difference nor negation could be possible. Moreover, if it is 
admitted that such a difference is cognized, then that very fact 
proves that it is not a characteristic of the perceiving self. If this 
difference is admitted to be self-luminous, then it would not await 
a reference to another, which is a condition for all notions of 
difference or mutual negation. Therefore, “difference” or “mutual 
negation” cannot be established, either as the essence of the 
perceiving self or as its characteristics; and as there is no other 
way in which this difference can be conceived, it is clear that there 
is no difference between the perceiving self and its characteristics. 

Again, negation is defined as the non-perception of a perceivable 
thing; but the perceiving self is of the very nature of perception, 
and its non-perception would be impossible. Admitting for the 
sake of argument that the perceiving self could be negated, how 
could there be any knowledge of such a negation? for without the 
self there could be no perception, as it is itself of the nature of 
perception. So the notion of the negation of the perceiving self 
cannot be anything but illusion. Thus the perceiving self and the 
perceived (drk and drsya) cannot be differentiated from each other. 
The difficulty, however, arises that, if the perceiving self and the 
perceived were identical, then the infinite limitations and differences 
that are characteristic of the perceived would also be character- 
istic of the perceiver; and there are the further objections to such 
a supposition that it is against all ordinary usage and experience. 
It may be argued that the two are identical, since they are both 


z evam ca sati na drg-drsyayor bhedo drastum śakyah 
napy anyonyabhavah na hi drsah svayam drsteh 
prati-yogy-apeksa-drsty-antara-dysyam rüpantaram svam 
samasti svayam drstitva-hānāt. MS.p.6. 
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experienced simultaneously (sakopalambha-niyamāt); but the reply 
is that, as two are experienced and not one, they cannot be 
regarded as identical, for in the very experience of the two 
their difference is also manifested!. In spite of such obvious 
contradiction of experience one could not venture to affirm the 
identity of the perceiver and the perceived?. The maxim of 
identity of the perceiver and the perceived because of simultaneous 
perception cannot be regarded as true; for, firstly, the perceiver is 
never a cognized object, and the perceived is never self-luminous, 
secondly, the perceiver is always self-revealing, but not so the 
perceived, and, thirdly, though the “perceived” cannot be re- 
vealed without the perceiver, the latter is always self-revealed. 
There is thus plainly no simultaneity of the perceiver and the 
perceived. When a perceived object 4 is illuminated in con- 
sciousness, the other objects B, C, D, etc. are not illuminated, and, 
when the perceived object B is illuminated, 4 is not illuminated, 
but the consciousness (samvid) is always self-illuminated; so no 
consciousness can be regarded as being always qualified by a 
particular objective content; for, had it been so, that particular 
content would always have stood self-revealed?. Moreover, each 
particular cognition (e.g. awareness of blue) is momentary and 
self-revealed and, as such, cannot be the object of any other cog- 
nition; and, if any particular awareness could be the object of any 
other awareness, then it would not be awareness, but a mere object, 
like a jug or a book. There is thus an intrinsic difference between 
awareness and the object, and so the perceiver, as pure awareness, 
cannot be identified with its object*. It has already been pointed 
out that the perceiver and the perceived cannot be regarded as 
different, and now it is shown that they cannot be regarded as 
identical. There is another alternative, viz. that they may be both 
identical and different (which is the bhedabheda view of Bhāskara 
and Rāmānuja and others), and Vimuktatman tries to show that 
this alternative is also impossible and that the perceiver and the 
o 


1 abhede saha-bhānāyogād dvayor hi saha-bhānam na ekasyaiva na hi dršaiva 
drk saha bhātīti bhavatapy ucyate, nāpi dršyenaiva drsyam saha bhātīti kintu 
drg-dysyayoh saha bhānam ucyate atas tayor bhedo bhāty eva. MS. p. 25. 

2 tasmāt sarva-vyavahāra-lopa-prasaħgān na bhedo drg-dršyaoh. Ibid. y 

3 him vidyud-visesitata nama samvidah svarüpam uta samvedyasya, yadi 
samvidah sapi bhāty eva samvid-bhānāt samvedya-svarūpam cet tadà bhānān na 
samvido bhanam. Ibid. p. 27. 

4 asamvedyaiva samvit samvedyam cāsamvid eva, atah samvedyasya ghata- 
sukhddeh samvidas cābheda-gandho 'pi na pramāņavān. Ibid. p. 31. 
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perceived cannot be regarded as being both identical and different. 
The upholder of the bhedabheda view is supposed to say that, 
though the perceiver and the perceived cannot, as such, be regarded 
as identical, yet they may be regarded as one in their nature as 
Brahman. But in reply to this it may be urged that, if they are 
both one and identical with Brahman, there would be no difference 
between them. If it is argued that their identity with Brahman 
is in another form, then also the question arises whether their 
forms as perceiver and perceived are identical with the form in 
which they are identical with Brahman ; and no one is aware of any 
form of the perceiver and the perceived other than their forms 
as such, and therefore it cannot be admitted that in spite of their 
difference they have any form in which they are one and identical. 
If again it is objected that it is quite possible that an identical 
entity should have two different forms, then also the question 
arises whether these forms are one, different or both identical with 
that entity and different. In the first alternative the forms would 
not be different; in the second they would not be one with the 
entity. Moreover, if any part of the entity be identical with any par- 
ticular form, it cannot also be identical with other forms; for then 
these different forms would not be different from one another; 
and, if again the forms are identical with the entity, how can 
one distinguish the entity (rūpin) from the forms (rapa)? In the 
third alternative the question arises whether the entity is identical 
with one particular form of it and different from other forms, or 
whether it is both identical with the same form and different. 
In the first case each form would have two forms, and these again 
other two forms in which they are identical and different, and these 
other two forms, and so on, and we should have infinite regress: 
and the same kind of infinite regress would appear in the relation 
between the entity and its forms. For these and similar reasons 
it is impossible to hold that the perceiver and the perceived are 
different as such and yet one and identical as Brahman. 

If the manifold world is neither different nor identical nor 
both different and identical with the perceiver, what then is its 
status? The perceiver is indeed the same as pure perception 
and pure bliss, and, if it is neither identical nor different nor 
both identical with the manifold world and different, the manifold 
world must necessarily be unsubstantial (avastu); for, if it had any 
substantiality, it might have been related in one of the above three 
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ways of relation. But, if it is unsubstantial, then none of the above 
objections would apply. But it may again be objected that, if the 
world were unsubstantial, then both our common experience and 
our practical dealing with this world would be contradicted. To 
this Vimuktatman’s reply is that, since the world is admitted to be 
made up of maya (maya-nirmitatvabhyupagamat), and since the 
effects of mayà canot be regarded either as substantial or as un- 
substantial, none of the above objections would be applicable to 
this view. Since the manifold world is not a substance, its admission 
cannot disturb the monistic view, and, since it is not unsubstantial, 
the facts of experience may also be justified!. As an instance 
of such an appearance which is neither vastu (substance) nor 
avastu, one may refer to dream-appearances, which are not regarded 
as unreal because of their nature as neither substance nor not- 
substance, but because they are contradicted in experience. Just 
as a canvas is neither the material of the picture painted on it 
nor a constituent of the picture, and just as the picture cannot be 
regarded as being a modification of the canvas in the same way as 
a jug is a modification of clay, or as a change of quality, like the 
redness in ripe mangoes, and just as the canvas was there before 
the painting, and just as it would remain even if the painting 
were washed away, whereas the painting would not be there without 
the canvas, so the pure consciousness also is related to this world- 
appearance, which is but a painting of maya on it”. 

Māyā is unspeakable and indescribable (anirvacanīyā), not as 
different from both being and non-being, but as involving the 
characters of both being and non-being. It is thus regarded as a 
power of ignorance (avidya-sakti) which is the material cause of all 
objects of perception otherwise called matter (sarva-jadopadana- 
bhūtā). But, just as fire springing from bamboos may burn up 
the same bamboos even to their very roots, so Brahma-knowledge, 
which is itself a product of ignorance and its processes, destroys 
the self-same ignorance from which it was produced and its 
processes and at last itself subsides and leaves the Brahman to 


1 prapaficasya vastutvabhavan nadvaita-hanih avastutvābhāvāc capratyaksādy- 
aprāmāņyam apy-ukta-dosābhāvāt. MS. p. 64. — ? z n 

2 yatha citrasya bhittiļ sāksāt nu mam nāpi sahajam citram tasyah napy- 
avasthantaram mrda iva ghatādih napi gunantarágamah āmrasyeva raktatàdih na 
cāsyāh janmadis citrāt prag ürdham ca bhāvāt, yady api bhittim vind citram na 
bhāti tathāpi na sā citram vinā bhati ity evam-ādy-anubhūtir bhitti-jagac-citrayor 
yojyam. Ibid. p. 73. 
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shine in its own radiance!, The functions of the pramāņas, which 
are all mere processes of ignorance, ajñāna or avidyā, consist only 
in the removal of obstructions veiling the illumination of the self- 
luminous consciousness, just as the digging of a well means the 
removal of all earth that was obstructing the omnipresent akasa 
or space; the pramāņas have thus no function of manifesting the 
self-luminous consciousness, and only remove the veiling ajñāna?. 
So Brahma-knowledge also means the removal of the last rem- 
nants of ajfana, after which Brahma-knowledge as conceptual 
knowledge, being the last vestige of ajñāna, also ceases of itself. 
This cessation of ajmana is as unspeakable as ajūāna itself. 
Unlike Mandana, Vimuktātman does not consider avidyā to be 
merely subjective, but regards it as being both subjective and 
objective, involving within it not only all phenomena, but all 
their mutual relations and also the relation with which it is 
supposed to be related to the pure consciousness, which is in reality 
beyond all relations. Vimuktātman devotes a large part of his work 
to the criticism of the different kinds of theories of illusion (khyati), 
and more particularly to the criticism of anyathākhyāti. These 
contain many new and important points; but, as the essential 
features of these theories of illusion and their criticisms have 
already been dealt with in the tenth chapter of the first volume, it is 
not desirable to enter into these fresh criticisms of Vimuktātman, 
which do not involve any new point of view in Vedāntic inter- 
pretation. He also deals with some of the principal Vedāntic topics 
Of discussion, such as the nature of bondage, emancipation, and 
the reconciliation of the pluralistic experience of practical life 
with the monistic doctrine of the Vedānta; but, as there are not 
here any strikingly new modes of approach, these may be left 
out in the present work. 


Rāmādvaya (a.D. 1300). 

Rāmādvaya, a pupil of Advayasrama, wrote ar: important work, 
called Vedanta-kaumudi, in four chapters, in which he discussed in 
a polemical way many Vedāntic problems while dealing with the 
subject matter of Sankara's commentary on the first four topics 
of the Brahma-sütra. The work has not yet been published ; 
but at least one manuscript of it is available in the Government 


1 MS. p. 137. 2 Ibid. p. 143. 
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Oriental Manuscript Library, Madras: this through the kindness 
of the Curator the present author had the opportunity of utilizing. 
Rāmādvaya also wrote a commentary on his Vedānta-kaumudī, 
called Vedanta-kaumudi-vyakhyana, a manuscript of the first 
chapter of which has been available to the present writer in the 
library of the Calcutta Asiatic Society. These are probably the 
only manuscripts of this work known till now. The date of the 
writing of the copy of the Vedanta-kaumudi-vyakhyana is given 
by the copyist Sesanrsimha as A.D. 1512. It is therefore certain 
that the work cannot have been written later than the fifteenth 
century. Rāmādvaya in the course of his discussions refers to 
many noted authors on Nyaya and Vedanta, none of whom are 
later than the thirteenth century. Vimuktātman, author of the 
Ista-siddhi, has been placed by the present author in the early half 
of the thirteenth century; but Rāmādvaya always refers to him 
approvingly, as if his views were largely guided by his; he also 
in his Vedānta-kaumudi-vyākhyāna (MS. p. 14) refers to 
Janārdana, which is Ānandajiiāna's name as a householder; but 
Janārdana lived in the middle of the thirteenth century; it seems 
therefore probable that Rāmādvaya lived in the first half of the 
fourteenth century. 

In the enunciation of the Vedantic theory of perception and 
inference Rāmādvaya seems to have been very much under the 
influence of the views of the author of the Prakatartha ; for, though 
he does not refer to his name in this connection, he repeats 
his very phrases with a slight elaboration!. Just as the cloudless 
sky covers itself with clouds and assumes various forms, so the 
pure consciousness veils itself with the indefinable avidyā and 
appears in diverse limited forms. It is this consciousness that 
forms the real ground of all that is known. Just as a spark of fire 
cannot manifest itself as fire if there are no fuels as its condition, 
so the pure consciousness, which is the underlying reality of all 
objects, cannotilluminate them if there are not the proper conditions 
to help it in its avork?. Such a conditioning factor is found in 

1 See Vedānta-kaumudī, MS. transcript copy, pp. 36 and 47. 

? Rāmādvaya refers here to the daharadhikarana of Sankara's commentary 
on the Brahma-sütra, presumably to I. 3, 19, where Sankara refers to the supposed 
distinction between the individual soul (jīva) and Brahman. Here Sankara says 


that his commentary is directed towards the regulation of those views, both 
outside and inside the circle of Upanisadic interpreters, which regard individual 


souls as real (apare tu vadinah pāramārthikam eva jaivam rüpam iti manyante 
asmadīyās ca kecit), Such a view militates against the correct understanding of 
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manas, which is of the stuff of pure sativa: on the occasion of 
sense-object contact this manas, being propelled by the moral 
destiny (adrstādi-ksubdham), transforms itself into the form of a 
long ray reaching to the object itself. The pure consciousness, as 
conditioned or limited by the antahkaraņa (antahkaraņāvacchinnam 
caitanyam), does by such a process remove its veil of avidya, (though 
in its limited condition as individual soul this avidya formed its 
own body), and the object also being in contact with it is mani- 
fested by the same process. 'T'he two manifestations of the subject 
and the object, having taken place in the same process (vrttz) there, 
are joined together in the same cognition as “‘this object is known 
by me" (vrtter ubhayasamlagnatvāc ca tad-abhivyakta-caitanya- 
syapi tathātvena mayedam viditam iti samslesa-pratyayah) ; and, as 
its other effect, the consciousness limited by the antahkarana, 
transformed into the form of the process (ortti) of right knowledge 
(pramā), appears as the cognizer (urtti-laksana-pramasrayantah- 
karanavacchinnas tat-pramatetyapi vyapadisyate)*. The object also 
attains a new status in being manifested and is thus known as 
the object (karma-kārakābhivyaktam ca tat prakāšātmanā phala- 
vyapadesa-bhak). In reality it is the underlying consciousness that 
manifests the vrtti transformation of the antahkarana ; but, as it is 
illusorily identified with the antahkarana (antahkarana-caitanyayor 
aikyādhyāsāt), like fire and iron in the heated iron, it is also 
identified with the ortti transformation of the antahkarana, and, 
as the ortti becomes superimposed on the object, by manifesting 
the vrtti it also manifests the object, and thus apart from the 
subjective illumination as awareness, there is also the objective fact 
of an illumination of the object (evam vrtti-oyafijakam api taptā- 
yah-pinda-nyayena tad-ekatām ivaptam vrttivad-visaya-prākatyāt- 
manā sampadyate)?. The moments in the cognitive process in 
perception according to Rāmādvaya may thus be described. The 
the self as the only reality which through avidyā manifests itself as individual 
souls and with its removal reveals itself in its real nature in right knowledge as 
paramešvara, just as an illusory snake shows itself as a piece of rope. Paramesvara, 
the eternal unchangeable and upholding consciousness, is the one reality which, 
like a magician, appears as many through avidyā. There is no consciousness 
other than this (eka eva paramesvarah kūtastha-nityo vijfiana-dhátur avidyayā- 
māyayā māyāvivad anekadhà vibhāvyate nānyo vijfidna-dhatur asti). 

1 This passage seems to be borrowed directly from the Prakatārtha, as may be 
inferred from their verbal agreement. But it may well be that both the Vedānta- 
kaumudī and the Prakatārtha borrowed it from the Parica -pādikā-vivaraņa. 


* Vedānta-kaumudī, MS. transcript copy, p. 36. 
> Ibid, p. 37. 
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sense-object contact offers an occasion for the moral destiny 
(adrsta) to stir up the antahkarana, and, as a result thereof, the 
antahkarana or mind is transformed into a particular state called 
ortti. The pure consciousness underlying the antahkarana was lying 
dormant and veiled, as it were, and, as soon as there is a transfor- 
mation of the antahkarana into a ortti, the consciousness brightens 
up and overcomes for the moment the veil that was covering it. 
The ortti thus no longer veils the underlying consciousness, but 
serves as a transparent transmitter of the light of consciousness to 
the object on which the ortti is superimposed, and, as a result 
thereof, the object has an objective manifestation, separate from 
the brightening up of consciousness at the first moment of the 
ortti transformation. Now, since the ortti joins up the subjective 
brightening up of consciousness and the objective illumination of 
the object, these two are joined up (samslesa-pratyaya) and this 
results in the cognition “this object is known by me”; and out 
of this cognition it is possible to differentiate the knower as the 
underlying consciousness, as limited by the antahkaraņa as trans- 
formed into the ortti, and the known as that which has been 
objectively illuminated. In the Vedanta-paribhasa we hear of 
three consciousnesses (caitanya), the pramātr-caitanya (the con- 
sciousness conditioned by the antahkarana), the pramana-caitanya 
(the same consciousness conditioned by thevrtti of the antahkarana), 
and the visaya-caitanya (the same consciousness conditioned by 
the object). According to this perception (pratyaksa) can be 
characterized either from the point of view of cognition (jfíana- 
gata-pratyaksatva) or from the point of view of the object, both 
being regarded as two distinct phases, cognitional and objective, 
of the same perceptual revelation. From the point of view of 
cognition it is defined as the non-distinction (abheda) of the 
pramāņa-caitanya from the visaya-caitanya through spatial super- 
imposition of the ortti on the object. Perception from the point 
of view of the object (visaya-gata-pratyaksatva) is defined as the 
non-distinction of the object from the pramātr-caitanya or the 
perceiver, which is consciousness conditioned by the antahkarana. 
"This latter view, viz. the definition of perception from the point of 
view of the object as the non-distinction of the object from the 
consciousness as limited by antakkarana (ghatader antahkaranava- 
cchinna-cüitanyabhedah), is open to the serious objection that really 
the non-distinction of the object (or the consciousness conditioned 
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by the antahkarana—antahkaranavacchinna-caitanya) but with the 
cognition (pramāņa-caitanya or vrtti-caitanya); for the cognition 
or the ortti intervenes between the object and the perceiver, and 
the object is in immediate contact with the ortti and not with the 
perceiver (antahkaraņāvacchinna-caitanya). That this is so is also 
admitted by Dharmaraja Adhvarīndra, son of Rāmakrsņa Adhvarin, 
in his Sikhà-mani commentary on the Vedanta-paribhasa!. But he 
tries to justify Dharmarāja Adhvarīndra by pointing out that he was 
forced to define visaya-gata-pratyaksatva as non-distinction of the 
object from the subject, since this view was taken in Prakagatman’s 
Vivarana and also in other traditional works on Vedānta*, This 
however seems to be an error. For the passage of the Vivaraņa to 
which reference is made here expounds an entirely different view?. 
It says there that the perceptibility of the object consists in 
its directly and immediately qualifying the cognitional state or 
sense-knowledge (samvid)*. That other traditional Vedāntic inter- 
preters entirely disagreed with the view of Dharmarāja Adhvarindra 
is also evident from the account of the analysis of the perceptual 
process given by Rāmādvaya. Rāmādvaya says, as has just been 
pointed out, that it is the illuminated cognitive process, or the 
ortti, that has the subject and the object at its two poles and 
thus unites the subject and the object in the complex subject- 
predicate form "this is known by me." The object is thus 
illuminated by the crt, and it is not directly with the subjéct, but 
with the ortti, that the object is united. Dharmaraja Adhvarindra 
himself raises an objection against his interpretation, that it might 
be urged, if in perception there was non-distinction of the 
object from the subject, then in perceiving an object, e.g. a book, 
one should feel “ I am the book," and not “ I perceive the book”; 
in reply to such an objection he says that in the perceptual process 


1 yad và yogyatve sati visaya-caitanyābhinna-pramāņa-caitanya-visayatvam 
ghatāder visayasya pratyaksatvam tathāpi visayasyāparoksatvam | samvida- 
bhedāt iti vivarane tatra tatra ca sámpradàyikaih pramātrabhedasyaiva visaya- 
pratyaksa-laksaņatvenābhidhānād evam uktam. Sikhā-maņi on Vedānta-pari- 
ETSI 75, Bombay, 1911, Venkatesvara Press. 


3 Tasmād avyavadhānena samvid-upādhitayāparoksatā visayasya. Patīca- 
bādikā-vivaraņa, p. 50, Benares, 1892. 

* It should be noted here that samvid means cognitional idea or sense- 
knowledge and not the perceiver (antahkaraņāvacchinna-caitanya), as the author 
of the Sikhamani says. Thus Akhaņdānanda in his Tattva-dipana commentary 
explains the word samvid as samvic-chabdena indriyartha-samprayoga-ja-jhanasya 
vivaksitatvāt. Tativa-dipana, p. 194, Benares, 1902. 


xi] Rāmādvaya 209 


there is onlya non-distinction between the consciousness underlying 
the object and the consciousness underlying the perceiver, and this 
non-distinction, being non-relational, does not imply the assertion 
of a relation of identity resulting in the notion “I am the book”!. 
This is undoubtedly so, but it is hardly an answer to the objection 
that has been raised. It is true that the object and the subject are 
both but impositions of avidya on one distinctionless pure con- 
sciousness; but that fact can hardly be taken as an explanation of 
the various modes of experiences of the complex world of subject- 
object experience. The difference of the Vedāntic view of perception, 
as expounded in the Patīca-pādikā-vivaraņa, from the Buddhist 
ideališm (vijñāna-vāda) consists in this, that, while the Buddhists 
did not accord any independent status to objects as outside the 
ideas or percepts, the Vedānta accepted the independent mani- 
festation of the objects in perception in the external world?. There 
is thus a distinction between visional percept and the object; but 
there-is also a direct and immediate connection between them, and 
it is this immediate relationship of the object to its awareness 
that constitutes the perceptivity of the object (avyavadhanena 
samvid-upādhitā aparoksatā visayasya—Vivaraņa, p. 50). The 
object is revealed in perception only as an object of awareness, 
whereas the awareness and the subject reveal themselves directly 
and immediately and not as an object of any further intuition or 
inference (prameyam karmatvena aparoksam pramatr-pramiti punar 
aparokse eva kevalam na karmataya)*. 

The views of the Vedanta-kaumudi, however, cannot be regarded 
as original in any sense, since they are only a reflection of the ex- 
position of the subject in Padmapada’s Paftca-padika and Prakā- 
šātman's Pafica-padika-vivarana. The development of the whole 
theory of perception may be attributed to the Patica-pādikā- 
vivaraņa, since all the essential points of the perceptual theory can 
be traced in that work. Thus it holds that all the world objects 
are veiled by avidya; that, as the antahkarana is transformed into 
states by superimposition on objects, it is illuminated by the 
underlying consciousness; and that through the spatial contact with 
the objects the veil of the objects is removed by these antah- 
karaņa transformations; there are thus two illuminations, namely 


1 Vedānta-paribhāsā, pp. 76, 77+ s hy ts 

2 na ca, vijfianabhedad eva āparoksyam avabhāsate bahistvasyāpi rajatāder 
āparoksyāt. Patica-pādikā-vivaraņa, p. 50. 

3 Pafica-pādikā, p. 17, Benares, 1891. 
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of the antahkarana transformations (called vrtti in the Vedanta- 
kaumudī, and Vedanta-paribhasa and pure consciousness); to 
the question that, if there were unity of the consciousness 
underlying the object and the consciousness underlying the antah- 
karaņa (i.e. the subject) and the consciousness underlying the 
antahkarana modification (or ortti), there would be nothing to 
explain the duality in perception (e.g. “ I perceive the book," and 
not “I am the book," and it is only the latter form that could 
be expected from the unity of the three consciousnesses), Prakā- 
Satman's reply is that, since the unity of the object-consciousness 
with the antahkarana-consciousness (subject) is effected through 
the modification or the eytti of the antahkarana and, since the 
antahkarana is one with its ortti, the ortti operation is rightly 
attributed to the antahkarana as its agent, and this is illuminated 
by the consciousness underlying the antahkarana resulting in the 
perception of the knower as distinguished from the illumination 
of object to which the operation of the ortti is directed in spatial 
superimposition—the difference between the subject and the 
object in perception is thus due to the difference in the mode or 
the condition of the vriti with reference to the subject and the 
object!. This is exactly the interpretation of the Vedānta-kaumudī, 
and it has been pointed out above that the explanations of the 
Vedānta-paribhāsā are largely different therefrom and are in all 
probability inexact. As this unity is effected between individual 
subjects (consciousness limited by specific antahkaraņas) and 
individual objects (consciousness limited by specific avidya 
materials constituting the objects) through the ortti, it can result 
only in revelation of a particular subject and a particular object 
and not in the revelation of all subjects and all objects?. This has 
been elaborated into the view that there is an infinite number of 
ajnana-veils, and that each cognitive illumination removes only one 
ajūāna corresponding to the illumination of one object?. But this 
also is not an original contribution of Rāmādvaya, since it was 
also propounded by his predecessor Anandajiiaha in his Tarka- 


1 See Patīca-pādikā-vivaraņa, p. 70, and Tattva-dīpana, pp. 256-259, 
Benares, 1902. 

* etat pramāty-caitanyābhinnatayaiva abhivyaktam tad visaya-caitanyam na 
bramātr-antara-caitanyābhedena abhivyaktam ato na sarvesam avabhāsyatvam. 
Patica-pādikā-vivaraņa, p. 71. » 

? yavanti jfianàni tavanti sva-tantrāņi para-tantrāņi và ajfianani tato na dosah. 
Vedānta-kaumudī, MS. copy, p. 43. 
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samgraha and by others!. The upshot of the whole discussion is that 
on the occasion of a cognitive operation of the mind both the mind 
and the cognitive operation become enlivened and illuminated by 
the indwelling pure consciousness as subject-consciousness and 
awareness, and through contact with this cognitive operation the 
object also becomes revealed not as a mere content of awareness, 
but as an objective fact shining forth in the external world. 
Cognition of objects is thus not a mere quality of the self as knower, 
as the Nyaya holds, noris there any immediate contact of the self with 
the object (the contact being only through the cognitive operation) ; 
the cognition is also not to be regarded as unperceived movement, 
modification or transformation of the self which may be inferred 
from the fact of the enlightenment of the object (jfdtata), as ` 
Kumārila held, nor is the illumination of the object to be regarded 
mere form of awareness without there being a corresponding as a 
objective entity (visayabhivyaktir nama vijūāne tad-akarollekha- 
mātram na bahir-anga-rūpasya vijnanabhivyaptih), as is held by the 
Buddhist subjective idealists. The cognitive operation before its 
contact with the object is a mere undifferentiated awareness, having 
only an objective reference and devoid of all specifications of sense 
characters, which later on assumes the sense characteristics in 
accordance with the object with which it comes in contact. It 
must be noted, however, that the cognitive operation is not an 
abstract idea, but an active transformation of a real sattva stuff, the 
mind (antahkaraņa)?. Since in the continuous perception of the 
same object we have only a rapid succession of cognitive acts, each 


1 The theory is that there is an infinite number of the ajūāna-veils; as soon 
as there is the vrtti-object contact, the veil is removed and the object is illu- 
minated; the next moment there is again an ajñāna-veil covering the object, and 
again there is the vytti-object contact, and again illumination of the object, and 
thus there is very quick succession of veils and their removals, as the perception 
of the object continues in time. On account of the rapidity of this succession 
it is not possible to notice it (vrtti-vijanasya sāvayavatvāc ca hrasa-dasayam 
dīpa-jvālāyā iva tamo 'ntaram mohāntaram āvaritum visayam pravartate tato 
"pi kramamanam ksaņāntare sāmagry-anusāreņa vijitānāntaram visay ivarana- 
bharigenaiva sva-kāryam karoti, tatha sarvāņy api atišaighryāt tu jidna-bhedavad 
āvaraņāntaram na laksyate. Vedānta-kaumudī, MS. copy, p.46). This view of 
the Vedānta-kaumudī is different from the view of the Vedānta-paribhāsā, which 
holds that in the case of continuous perception of the same object there are not 
different successive awarenesses, but there is one unchanged continuous ortti 
and not different vyttis removing different ajñānas (kiñ ca siddhānte dhārā- 
vāhika-buddhi-sthale na jWana-bhedah kintu yāvād ghata-sphuranam tāvad 
ghatākārāntahkaraņa-vrttir ekaiva na tu uh ka e AES 

aryantam £hāyitvābh: 'amát. Vedanta-paribhasa, pp. 26, 27, Bombay, . 
$ 3 alt peed get hii MR ac eva anudbhiita-riipa-sparsam 
adrsyam aspršyam ca visayākāreņa parinamate. Vedānta-kaumudī, MS. copy, p. 42. 
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dispelling an intellectual darkness enfolding the object before its 
illumination, there is no separate perception of time as an entity 
standing apart from the objects; perception of time is but 
the perception of the succession of cognitive acts, and what is 
regarded as the present time is that in which the successive time- 
moments have been fused together into one concrete duration: it 
is this concrete duration, which is in reality but a fusion of mo- 
mentary cognitive acts and awarenesses, that is designated as the 
present time. According to Rāmādvaya the definition of per- 
ception would not therefore include the present time as a separate 
element over and above the object as a separate datum of per- 
ception ; for his view denies time as an objective entity and regards 
it only as a mode of cognitive process. 

Rāmādvaya's definition of right knowledge is also different 
from that of Dharmaraja Adhvarindra. Rāmādvaya defines right 
knowledge (prama) as experience which does not wrongly represent 
its object (yatharthanubhavah pramā), and he defines the instru- 
ment of right knowledge as that which leads to it?. Verbally this 
definitionis entirely different from that of Dharmarāja Adhvarindra, 
with whom the two conditions of pramā or right knowledge are 
that it should not be acquaintance with what was already known 
(anadhigata) and that it should be uncontradicted?. The latter 
condition, however, seems to point only to a verbal difference from 
Rāmādvaya's definition ; but it may really mean very much more 
than a verbal difference. For, though want of contradiction 
(Dharmaraja Adhvarindra's condition) and want of wrong repre- 
sentation (Ramadvaya's condition) may mean the same thing, yet 
in the former case the definition of truth becomes more subjective 
than in the latter case; for want of wrong representation refers to 
an objective correspondence and objective certainty. An awareness 
may wrongly represent an object, but yet may not be found 
contradicted in the personal history of one or even many observers. 
Such a definition of truth becomes very relative, since its limits are 
not fixed by correspondence with its object. Considering the fact 

! na kālah pratyaksa-gocarah...stambhādir eva brāg-abhāva-nivrtti-pradhvam- 
sānutpatti-rūbo vartamdnah tad-avacchinah kalo "pi vartamanah sa ca tathā- 
vidho 'neka-jtiāna-sādhāraņa eva, na caitāvatā jūāna-yaugapadyāpattih sūksma- 
kālāpeksayā krama-sambhavāt, na ca sūksma-kālopādhīnām apratitih kārya- 
krameņaiva unnīyamānatvāt. Vedanta- ; MS. copy, pp. 20-22. 

: pos pono enm pramātvam anadhigatābādhitārtha-vi; es jfianatvam. 
Vedānta-paribhāsā, p. 20. Er cy 1 
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that the Vedānta speaks of a real spatial superimposition of the 
modification of the antahkaraņa (which is its cognitive operation) on 
the object, a Vedanta definition of truth might well be expected to 
be realistic and not subjectivistic or relativistic. The idealism of 
the Vedanta rests content in the view that, however realistic these 
cognitive relations to objects may be, they are impositions and 
appearances which have as their ultimate ground one changeless 
consciousness. The definition of pramā by Rāmādvaya as an 
awareness which does not give a wrong representation (yathartha- 
nubhava) of objects could not be-found faulty because of the fact 
that according to the Vedānta all dual experience of the world was 
false; for, though it was ultimately so, for all practical purposes 
it had a real existence, and Rāmādvaya refers to the [sta-siddhi to 
justify his view on this point. 

As to the other point, viz. that a pramā must always be that 
which acguaints us with what is unknown before (anadhigata), 
Rāmādvaya definitely repudiates such a suggestion!, He says that 
it often happens that we perceive things that we perceived before, 
and this makes recognition possible, and, if we deny that these are 
cases of right knowledge, we shall have to exclude much that is 
universally acknowledged as right knowledge. Also it cannot be 
conceived how in the case of the continuous perception of an 
object there can be new qualities accruing to the object, so as to 
justify the validity of the consciousness as right knowledge at every 
moment; nor can it be said that the sense-organs after producing 
the right knowledge of an object (which lasts for some time and 
is not momentary) may cease to operate until a new awareness 
is produced. "There is therefore no justification for introducing 
anadhigatatva as a condition of perception. Turning to the difference 
between perception and inference, Rāmādvaya says that in inference 
the inferred object does not form a datum and there is no direct 
and immediate contact of the antahkaraņa with the inferred object 
(e.g. fire). In inference the antahkarana is in touch only with the 
reason or the liga (e.g. smoke), and through this therearises (lingadi- 
bala-labdhākārollekha-mātreņa) an idea in the mind (e.g. regarding 
the existence of fire) which is called inference?. 

1 ajf&iata-jfiapanam pramāņam iti tad asáram. Vedānta-kaumudī, MS. copy, 
5 E ‘Bid, 9. 47. One of the earliest explanations of the Vedantic view of 
inference occurs in the Prakatartha-vivarana, to which the Vedānta-kaumudī 
is in all probability indebted. 
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On the subject of the self-validity of knowledge (svatah- 
pramanya) Rāmādvaya does not, like Dharmarājādhvarīndra, 
include the absence of defects (dosābhāva) in the definition of 
svatah-prāmāņya. It may well be remembered that Dharmaraja 
Adhvarīndra defines validity (pramanya) of knowledge as an aware- 
ness that characterizes an object as it is (tadvati tat-prakaraka- 
Jūānatvam), while self-validity (svatah-pramanya) is defined as the 
acceptance by the underlying saksi consciousness of this validity in 
accordance with the exact modes of the awareness (of which the 
validity is affirmed), and in accordance with the exact objective con- 
ditions of the awareness, in absence of any defects!. Ramadvaya, 
however, closely follows Kumārila's view of the self-validity of 
knowledge and defines it as that which, being produced by the 
actual data of that cognition, does not contain any element which 
is derived from other sources?. Later knowledge of the presence 
of any defects or distorting elements may invalidate any cognition ; 
but, so long as such defects are not known, each cognition is 
valid of itself for reasons similar to those held by Kumārila and 
already discussed?. In this connection Rāmādvaya points out that 
our cognitions are entirely internal phenomena and are not in 
touch with objects, and that, though the objects are revealed 
outside, yet it is through our own internal conditions, merit and 
demerit, that they may be perceived by us*, 


Vidyāraņya (a.D. 1350). 


In addition to the Sarva-daršana-samgraha Madhava wrote two 
works on the Sankara Vedānta system, viz. Vivarana-prameya- 
samgraha and Paficadasi; and also Jīvan-mukti-viveka. Of these 
the former is an independent study of Prakāšātman's Paica-padika- 
vivarana, in which Madhava elaborates the latter's arguments in his 
own way. His other work, Paiīcadašī, is a popular compendium 
in verse. Both these works attained great celebrity on account of 


___* dosābhāve sati yavat-svasi 'aya-grahaka-samagri-gráhyütvam ; svāšrayo ortti- 
jūānam, tad-grāhakam sāksi-jīūānam tenāpi vrtti-jÀane grhyamāņe tad-gata- 
brāmāņyam api grhyate. Vedānta-paribhāsā, pp. 336, 337- 

* vijñāna-sīmagrī-janyatve sati yat tad-anya-janyatvam tad-abhāvasyaiva 
svatastvokty-angīkārāt. Vedānta-kaumudī, MS. copy, p. 52. 

jfiaptavapi. Jītāna-jtāpaka-sāmagrī-mātra-jtāpyatvam svatastvam. Ibid. p. 61. 

> A History of Indian Philosophy, vol. 1, Cambridge, 1922, PP. 372—375. 

* prākatyena yuktasyāpi tasya na sarvair viditatvam sva-prakāšam api 
brākatyam kasyacid evādrsta-yogāt sphurati na guņatve Jfüanasya kathancid 
artha-yogah samastiti. Vedānta-kaumudī, MS. copy, pp. 67, 68. 
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their clear and forcible style and diction. Vidyaranya is reputed 
to be the same as Madhava, brother of Sayana, the great Vedic 
commentator. He was a pupil of Sankarananda, who had written 
some works of minor importance on the Upanisads!. 

Vidyaranya in his Paficadasi repeats the Vivarana view of the 
Vedanta, that, whether in our awakened state or in our dreams or 
in our dreamless condition, there is no moment when there is no 
consciousness; for even in dreamless sleep there must be some 
consciousness, as is evident from the later remembrance of the ex- 
perience of the dreamless state. The light of consciousness is thus 
itself ever present without any change or flickering of any kind. 
It should therefore be regarded as ultimately real. It is self- 
luminous and neither rises nor sets?. This self is pure bliss, because 
nothing is so much loved by us as our own selves. If the nature 
of self had been unobscured, we could not have found any enjoy- 
ment in sense-objects. It is only because the self is largely obscured 
to us that we do not rest content with self-realization and crave 
for other pleasures from sense-objects. Maya is the cause of this 
obscuration, and it is described as that power by which can be 
produced the manifold world-appearance. This power (sakti), 
cannot be regarded either as absolutely real or as unreal. 
It is, however, associated only with a part of Brahman and 
not with the whole of it, and it is only in association with a part 
of Brahman that it transforms itself into the various elements and 
their modifications. All objects of the world are thus but a complex 
of Brahman and maya. The existence or being of all things is the 
Brahman, and all that appears identified with being is the maya 
part. Maya as the power of Brahman regulates all relation and 
order of the universe. In association with the intelligence of 
Brahman this behaves as an intelligent power which is responsible 
for the orderliness of all qualities of things, their inter-relations 
and interactions. He compares the world-appearance to a painting, 
where the white canvas stands for the pure Brahman, the white 
paste for the innér controller (antaryamin), the dark colour for the 
dispenser of the crude elements (sūtrātman) and the coloration for 


1 Bharatitirtha and his teacher Vidyatirtha also were teachers of Vidyaranya. 
Vidyāraņya thus seems to have had three teachers, Bharati Tirtha, Vidya Tirtha 


and Sankarananda. - 
* nodeti nāstamety eka samvid esa svayam-prabhā. Paficadasi, 1. 7, Basumati 
edition, Cafcutta, 1907. ‘ 
3 Saktir asty aišvarī kācit sarva-vastu-niyāmikā. 38. ...cic-chayavesatah 
šaktis cetaneva vibhāti sā. 40. Ibid. m. 
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the dispenser of the concrete elemental world (virāt), and all the 
figures that are manifested thereon are the living beings and other 
objects of the world. It is Brahman that, being reflected through 
the maya, assumes the diverse forms and characters. The false 
appearance of individual selves is due to the false identification 
of subjectivity—a product of ma@ya—with the underlying pure 
consciousness—Brahman. Vidyāraņya then goes on to describe 
the usual topics of the Vedānta, which have already been dealt 
with. The chief and important feature of Vidyaranya’s Paficadasi 
is the continual repetition of the well-established Vedāntic prin- 
ciples in a clear, popular and attractive way, which is very helpful 
to those who wish to initiate their minds into the Vedāntic ways 
of self-realization!. His Vivaraņa-prameya-samgraha is a more 
scholarly work; but, as it is of the nature of an elaboration of the 
ideas contained in Pafica-padika-vivarana, which has generally been 
followed as the main guide in the account of Vedānta given in this 
and the preceding chapter, and there being but few ideas which 
can be considered as an original contribution of Vidyāraņya to the 
development of Vedantic thought, no separate account of its con- 
tents need be given here*. The fivan-mukti-viveka, the substance 
of which has already been utilized in section 17 of chapter x, 
volume 1 of the present work, is an ethical treatise, covering more 
or less the same ground as the Naiskarmya-siddhi of Surešvara. 


Nrsimhāšrama Muni (AD: 1500). 

Nrsimhasrama Muni (A.D. 1500) was a pupil of Girvanendra 
Sarasvati and Jagannathasrama and teacher of Nārāyaņāšrama, who 
wrote a commentary on his Bheda-dhikkara. He wrote many works, 
suchas Advaita-dipika, Advaita-pafica-ratna, Advaita-bodha-dīpikā, 
Advaita-vada, Bheda-dhikkara, Vacarambhana, Vedānta-tattva- 
viveka, and commentaries on the Samksepa-sariraka and Paūca- 


1 There are four commentaries on the Patīcadašī:—Tattva-bodhinī, Vrtti- 
prabhakara by Niscaladāsa Svāmin, Tātparya-bodhinī by Rāmakrsņa and 
another commentary by Sadānanda. It is traditionally believed that the Parīca- 
dašī was written jointly by Vidyāraņya and Bharati Tirtha. Niícaladása Svāmin 
points out in his Vrtti-prabhākara that Vidyāraņya was author of the first ten 
chapters of the Paficadast and Bharati Tīrtha of the other five. Rāmakrsņa, 
however, in the beginning of his commentary on the seventh chapter, attributes 
that chapterto Bhāratī Tīrtha, and this fits in with theother tradition that the first 
six chapters were written by Vidyāraņya and the other nine by Bhāratītīrtha. 

i 2 He also wrote another work on the Vivarana, called Vivaraņopanyāsa, which 
is referred to by Appaya Diksita in his Siddhānta-leša, p. 68—Vivaranopanyase 
Bharatitirtha-vacanam. 
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padika-vivarana, called Tattva-bodhinī and Patica-pādikā-vivaraņa- 
prakāšikā. Nrsimhasrama was very well reputed among his con- 
temporaries, but it does not seem that he introduced any new ideas 
into the Vedānta. He is more interested in emphasizing the fact 
of the identity of Brahman with the self and the illusory character 
of the world-appearance than in investigating the nature and con- 
stitution of māyā and the way in which it can be regarded as the 
material stuff of world-appearance. He defines the falsehood of 
world-appearance as its non-existence in the locus in which it 
appears (pratipannopadhav abhāva-pratiyogitva)!. When a piece of 
conch-shell appears to be silver, the silver appears to be existent 
and real (sat), but silver cannot be the same as being or existence 
(na tāvad rajata-svarüpam sat). So also, when we take the world- 
appearance as existent, the world-appearance cannot be identical 
with being or existence; its apparent identification with these is thus 
necessarily false*. So also the appearance of subjectivity or egoistic 
characters in the self-luminous self is false, because the two are 
entirely different and cannot be identified. Nrsimhagrama, however, 
cannot show by logical arguments or by a reference to experience 
that subjectivity or egoism (ahamkara, which he also calls antah- 
karana or mind) is different from self, and he relies on the texts of 
the Upanisads to prove this point, which is of fundamental im- 
portance for the Vedanta thesis. In explaining the nature of the 
perceptual process he gives us the same sort of account as is given 
by his pupil Dharmaraja Adhvarindra in his Vedanta-paribhasa, as 
described in the tenth chapter in the first volume of this work?. 
He considers the self to be bliss itself (sukha-rapa) and does not 
admit that there is any difference between the self and bliss (sa 
cātmā sukhan na bhidyate)*. His definition of ajñāna is the same 
as that of Citsukha, viz. that it is a beginningless constitutive cause, 
which is removable by true knowledge®. There is thus practically 


1 Vedanta-tattva-viveka, p. 12. The Pandit, vol. xxv, May 1903. This work has 
two important comrhentaries, viz. Tattva-viveka-dīpana, and one called Tattva- 
viveka-dīpana-vyākhyā by Bhattoji. 

2 Vedānta-tattva-viveka, p. 15. 

3 yada antahkaraņa-vrttyā ghatāvacchinnam caitanyam upadhiyate tadā 
antahkaraņāvacchinna-ghatāvacchinna-caitanyayor vastuta ekatve "by upādhi- 
bhedād bhinnayor abhedopādhi-sambandhena aikyād bhavaty abhedaity antahkara- 
na@vacchinna-caitanyasya visayābhinna-tad-adhisthāna-caitanyasyābheda-siddhy- 
artham vrtter nirgamanam vācyam. Ibid. p. 22. 

4 Ibid.*p. 29. "a 

5 anādy upādānatve sati jiiāna-nivartyam ajītānam, nikhila-prapaficopadana- 
brahma-gocaram eva ajfiánam. Ibid. p. 43. 
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no new line of argument in his presentation of the Vedanta. On 
the side of dialectical arguments, in his attempts to refute “ differ- 
ence" (bheda) in his Bheda-dhikkara he was anticipated by his great 
predecessors Sriharga and Citsukha. 


Appaya Diksita (A.D. 1550). 


Appaya Diksita lived probably in the middle of the sixteenth 
century, as he refers to Nrsimhasrama Muni, who lived early in 
that century. He was a great scholar, well-read in many branches 
of Sanskrit learning, and wrote a large number of works on 
many subjects. His grandfather was Ācārya Diksita, who is said 
to have been famous for his scholarship from the Himalayas to 
the south point of India: the name of his father was Rangaraja 
Makhindra (or simply Raja Makhindra). There is, however, 
nothing very noteworthy in his Vedāntic doctrines. For, in spite 
of his scholarship, he was only a good compiler and not an original 
thinker, and on many occasions where he had opportunities of 
giving original views he contents himself with the views of others. 
It is sometimes said that he had two different religious views at two 
different periods of his life, Saiva and the Vedanta. But of this one 
cannot be certain; for he was such an all-round scholar that the 
fact that he wrote a Saiva commentary and a Vedāntic commentary 
need not lead to the supposition that he changed his faith. In the 
beginning of his commentary Sivarka-mani-dipika on Srikantha’s 
Saiva commentary to the Brahma-sūtra he says that, though the 
right interpretation of the Brahma-siitra is the monistic interpre- 
tation, as attempted by Sankara and others, yet the desire for 
attaining this right wisdom of oneness (advaita-vāsanā) arises only 
through the grace of Siva, and it is for this reason that Vyasa in 
his Brahma-sūtra tried to establish the superiority of the qualified 
Brahman Siva as interpreted by Srikanthacarya. This shows that 
even while writing his commentary on Srikantha's Saiva-bhasya 
he had not lost respect for the monistic interpretations of Sankara, 
and he was somehow able to reconcile in his mind the Saiva 
doctrine of qualified Brahman (saguna-brahma) as Siva with the 
Sankara doctrine of unqualified pure Brahman. It is possible, 

1 He was also called Appayya Diksita and Avadhani Yajva, and he studied 
Logic (tarka) with Yajfe$vara Makhindra. See colophon to Appays Diksita’s 


commentary on the Nydya-siddhdnta-mafjari of Janakinatha, called Nyāya- 
siddhinta-mafjari-vyakhyana (MS.). 
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however, that his sympathies with the monistic Vedanta, which 
at the beginning were only lukewarm, deepened with age. He 
says in his Sivarka-mani-dipika that he lived in the reign of King 
Cinnabomma (whose land-grant inscriptions date from Sadāšiva, 
mahārāja of Vijayanagara, A.D. 1566 to 1575; vide Hultzsch, S.I. 
Inscriptions, vol. 1), under whose orders he wrote the Sivarka- 
maņi-dīpikā commentary on Srikantha’s commentary. His grandson 
Nilakantha Diksita says in his Siva-llarnava that Appaya Diksita 
lived to the good old age of seventy-two. In the Oriental Historical 
Manuscripts catalogued by Taylor, vol. 11, it is related that at 
the request of the Pandya king Tirumalai Nayaka he came to the 
Pandya country in A.D. 1626 to settle certain disputes between the 
Saivas and the Vaisnavas. Kālahasti-saraņa-Sivānanda Yogindra, 
in his commentary on the Atmarpana-stava, gives the date of 
Appaya Diksita’s birth as Kali age 4654, or A.D. 1554, as pointed 
out by Mahamahopadhyaya Kuppusvami Sastri in his Sanskrit 
introduction to the Siva-lilarnava. Since he lived seventy-two 
years, he must have died some time in 1626, the very year when 
he came to the Pandya country. He had for his pupil Bhattoji 
Diksita, as is indicated by his own statement in the Tantra- 
siddhānta-dīpikā by the latter author. Bhattojī Diksita must there- 
fore have been a junior contemporary of Appaya Diksita, as 
is also evidenced by his other statement in his Tattva-kaustubha 
that he wrote this work at the request of King Keladi-Venkatendra, 
who reigned from 1604 to 1626 (vide Hultzsch's second volume 
of Reports on Sanskrit Manuscripts). 

It is said that Appaya Diksita wrote about four hundred 
works. Some of them may be mentioned here: Advaita-nirņaya, 
Catur-mata-sara-samgraha (containing in the first chapter, called 
Nyāya-muktāvalī, a brief summary of the doctrines of Madhva, 
in the second chapter, called Vaya-mayūkha-mālikā, the doctrines 
of Rāmānuja, in the third chapter the decisive conclusions from 
the point of view of Srikantha’s commentary called Naya-mani- 
mālā and in the fourth chapter, called Naya-maūjarī, decisive 
conclusions in accordance with the views of Sankaracarya) ; Tattva- 
muktāvalī, a work on Vedānta; Vyākaraņa-vāda-naksatra-mālā, 
a work on grammar; Pūrvottara-mīmāmsā-vāda-naksatra-mālā 
(containing various separate topics of discussion in Mimamsa and 


1 See Mahāmahopādhyāya Kuppusvami Sastri's introduction to the Siva- 
līlārņava, Srirangam, 1911. 
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Vedanta); Nyaya-raksü-mani, a commentary on the Brahma-sūtra 
following the monistic lines of Šankara; Vedānta-kalpa-taru- 
parimala, a commentary on Amalānanda's Vedanta-kalpa-taru, 
à commentary on Vācaspati's Bhamati commentary; Siddhanta- 
lesa-samgraha, a collection of the views of different philosophers 
of the monistic school of Šankara on some of the most important 
points of the Vedanta, without any attempt at harmonizing them or 
showing his own preference by reasoned arguments, and comprising 
a number of commentaries by Acyutakrsnananda Tirtha (Kysna- 
lamkara) Gangadharendra Sarasvati (Siddhanta-bindu-sikara), 
Rāmacandra Yajvan (Gūģhārtha-prakāša), Visvanātha Tīrtha, 
Dharmaya Diksita and others; Sivarka-mani-dipika, a com- 
mentary on Srikantha’s Saiva-bhasya on the Brahma-sütra ; Siva- 
karnamrta ; Siva-tattva-viveka ; Stva-purana-tamasatva-khandana T 
Sivadvaita-nirnaya ; Šivānanda-laharī-candrikā, a commentary on 
Sankara’s Sivananda-lahari F Sivarcana-candrikà ; Sivotkarsa-can- 
drika; Sivotkarsa-maiijari ; Saiva-kalpa-druma ; Siddhānta-ratnā- 
kara; Madhva-mukha-bhanga, an attempt to show that Madhva's 
interpretation of the Brakma-sūtra is not in accordance with the 
meaning of the texts of the Upanisads ; Ramanuja-mata-khandana; 
Rāmāyaņa-tātparya-nirņaya; Rāmāyaņa-tātparya-samgraha; Rā- 
māyaņa-bhārata-sāra-samgraha; Ramayana-sàra ; Rāmāyaņa-sāra- 
samgraha ; Rāmāyaņa-sāra-stava; Mīmāmsādhikaraņa-mālā Upa- 
krama-parakrama, a short Mīmāmsa work; Dharma-mimamsa- 
paribhasa; Nāma-samgraha-mālikā; Vidhi-rasāyana; Vidhi-rasā- 
yanopajīvanī; Vrtti-varttika, a short work on the threefold mean- 
ings of words; Kuvalayānanda, a work on rhetoric on which no less 
than ten commentaries have been written ; Citra-mīmāmsā,a work on 
rhetoric; Jayollāsa-nidhi, a commentary on the Bhāgavata-purāņa; 
Yādavābhyudaya-tīkā, a commentary on Venkata's Yādavā- 
bhyudaya; a commentary on the Prabodha-candrodaya nātaka, etc. 


Prakāšānanda (a.p. 1550—160c). 


It has been. pointed out that the Vedānta doctrine of monism 
as preached by Sankara could not shake off its apparent duality in 
association with maya, which in the hands of the later followers 
of Sankara gradually thickened into a positive stuff through the 
evolution or transformation of which all the phenomena of world- 
appearance could be explained. The Vedantists held that this maya, 
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though it adhered to Brahman and spread its magical creations 
thereon, was unspeakable, indescribable, indefinable, changeable 
and unthinkable and was thus entirely different from the self- 
revealing, unchangeable Brahman. The charge of dualism against 
such a system of philosophy could be dodged by the teachers of 
Vedanta only by holding that, since Brahman was the ultimate reality, 
māyā was unreal and illusory, and hence the charge of duality 
would be false. But when one considers that maya is regarded as 
positive and as the stuff of the transformations of world-appearance, 
it is hardly intelligible how it can be kept out of consideration 
as having no kind of existence at all. The positive character of 
maya as being the stuff of all world-appearance has to be given 
up, if the strictly monistic doctrine is to be consistently kept. 
Almost all the followers of Sankara had, however, been inter- 
prēting their master’s views in such a way that the positive exist- 
ence of an objective world with its infinite varieties as the ground 
of perceptual presentation was never denied. The whole course of 
the development of Vedanta doctrine in the hands of these Vedanta 
teachers began to crystallize compactly in the view that, since the 
variety and multiplicity of world-appearance cannot be explained 
by the pure changeless Brahman, an indefinable stuff, the maya, 
has necessarily to be admitted as the ground of this world. 
Prakāšānanda was probably the first who tried to explain Vedanta 
from a purely sensationalistic view-point of idealism and denied 
the objective existence of any stuff. The existence of objects is 
nothing more than their perception (dysti). The central doctrine of 
Prakasananda has already been briefly described in chapter X, 
section 15, of volume I of the present work, and his analysis of the 
nature of perceptual cognition has already been referred to in a 
preceding section of the present chapter. 

Speaking on the subject of the causality of Brahman, he says 
that the attribution of causality to Brahman cannot be regarded 
as strictly correct; for ordinarily causality implies the dual relation 
of cause and efféct; since there is nothing else but Brahman, it 
cannot, under the circumstances, be called a cause. Nescience 
(avidya), again, cannot be called a cause of the world; for causality 
is based upon the false notion of duality, which is itself the out- 
come of nescience. The theory of cause and effect thus lies outside 
the scope of the Vedanta (karya-karana-vadasya vedānta-bahir- 
bhūtatvāt). When in reply to the question, “what is the cause of 
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the world?" it is said that nescience (aj&iana—literally, want of 
knowledge) is the cause, the respondent simply wants to obviate the 
awkward silence. The nature of this nescience cannot, however, 
be proved by any of the pramāņas; for it is like darkness and the 
pramāņas or the valid ways of cognition are like light, and it is 
impossible to perceive darkness by light. Nescience is that which 
cannot be known except through something else, by its relation 
to something else, and it is inexplicable in itself, yet beginningless 
and positive. It will be futile for any one to try to understand it 
as it is in itself. Nescience is proved by one's own consciousness : 
so it is useless to ask how nescience is proved. Yet it is destroyed 
when the identity of the self with the immediately presented 
Brahman is realized. The destruction of nescience cannot mean 
its cessation together with its products, as Prakāšātman holds in 
the Vivaraņa; for such a definition would not apply, whether 
taken simply or jointly. Prakāšānanda, therefore, defines it as the 
conviction, following the realization of the underlying ground, that 
the appearance which was illusorily imposed on it did not exist. 
This view is different from the anyatha-khyati view, that the sur- 
mised appearance was elsewhere and not on the ground on which 
it was imposed; for here, when the underlying ground is imme- 
diately intuited, the false appearance absolutely vanishes, and it 
is felt that it was not there, it is not anywhere, and it will not be 
anywhere; and it is this conviction that is technically called badha. 
The indefinability of nescience is its negation on the ground on 
which it appears (pratipannopādhau nisedha-pratiyogitvam). This 
negation of all else excepting Brahman has thus two forms; in one 
form it is negation and in another form this negation, being in- 
cluded within “all else except Brahman,” is itself an illusory 
imposition, and this latter form thus is itself contradicted and 
negated by its former form. 'Thus it would be wrong to argue that, 
since this negation remains after the realization of Brahman, it 
would not itself be negated, and hence it would be a dual principle 
existing side by side with Brahman!. S 

True knowledge is opposed to false knowledge in such a way 

1 Brahmany adhyasyamānam sarvam kālatraye nāstītinišcayasya asti rūpadva- 
yam ekam bādhātmakam aparam adhyasyamānatvam; tatra adhyas) amānatvēna 
rūpeņa sva-visayatvam; bādhatvena visayitvam iti nātmāšraya ity arthah tathā ca 
nādvaita-ksatih. Compare also Bhāmatī on Adhyāsa-bhāsya. Nana Diksita seems 
to have borrowed his whole argument from the Bhamati. See his commentary 
on the Siddhānta-muktāvalī. The Pandit, 1890, p. 108. 


This idea, however, is not by any means a new contribution of Prakāšānanda. 
Thus Citsukha writes thesame thing in his Tattva-dīpikā (also called Pratyak-tatt- 
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that, when the former dawns, the latter is dispelled altogether. An 
objection is sometimes raised that, if this be so, then the person 
who has realized Brahma knowledge will cease to have a bodily 
existence; for bodily existence is based on illusion and all illusion 
must vanish when true knowledge dawns. And, if this is so, there 
will be no competent Vedanta teacher. To this Prakasananda 
replies that, even though the Vedānta teacher may be himself an 
illusory production, he may all the same lead any one to the true 
path, just as the Vedas, which are themselves but illusory products, 
may lead any one to the right path!. 

On the subject of the nature of the self as pure bliss (ananda) 
he differs from Sarvajfiatma Muni's view that what is meant by 
the statement that the self is of the nature of pure bliss is that there 
is entire absence of all sorrows or negation of bliss in the self. 
Bliss, according to Sarvajūātma Muni, thus means the absence 
of the negation of bliss (an-ānanda-vyavrtti-mātram ānandatvam)*. 
He differs also from the view of Prakāšātman that ānanda, or bliss, 
means the substance which appears as blissful, since it is the object 
that we really desire. Prakāšātman holds that it is the self on 
which the character of blissfulness is imposed. The self is called 
blissful, because it is the ground of the appearance of blissfulness. 
What people consider of value and desire is not the blissfulness, 
but that which is blissful. Prakasananda holds that this view is not 
correct, since the self appears not only as blissful, but also as pain- 
ful, and it would therefore be as right to call the self blissful as 
to call it painful. Moreover, not the object of blissfulness, which 
in itself is dissociated from blissfulness, is called blissful, but that 
which is endowed with bliss is called blissful (vifistasyaiva ananda- 
padārthatvāt)?. If blissfulness is not a natural character of the self, 
it cannot be called blissful because it happens to be the ground on 
which blissfulness is illusorily imposed. So Prakāšānanda holds 
that the self is naturally of a blissful character. 

Prakāšānanda raises the question regarding the beholder of the 
“ sarvesām api bhāvānām āsrayatvena sammate 
pratiyogitvam atyantābhāvam 'prati mysātmatā,” which is the same as prati- 
pannopadhau nisedha-pratiyogitvam. Compare also Vedānta-paribhāsā, pp. 219 


and 220, mithyātvam ca svāsrayatvenābhimata-yāvannisthātyantābhāva-prati - 
yogitvam. In later times Madhusūdana freely used this definition in his 


Advaita-siddhi. 
T kalpito "pyupadestā syād yathā-šāstram samadiset 


® āvini; "vidyavattvena nirņayāt. 
iii? The Pandit, 1890, p. 160. 


va-pradīpikā), p. 39, as follows : 


* Samksepa-šārīraka, 1. Y. Y74. — 
? Siddhānta-muktāvalī. The Pandit, 1890, p. 215. 
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experienced duality and says that it is Brahman who has this 
experience of duality; but, though Brahman alone exists, yet there 
is no actual modification or transformation (parinama) of Brahman 
into all its experiences, since such a view would be open to the ob- 
jections brought against the alternative assumptions of the whole 
of Brahman or a part of it, and both of them would land us in 
impossible consequences. The vivarta view holds that the effect 
has no reality apart from the underlying ground or substance. So 
vivarta really means. oneness with the substance, and it virtually 
denies all else that may appear to be growing out of this one sub- 
stance. The false perception of world-appearance thus consists in 
the appearance of all kinds of characters in Brahman, which is 
absolutely characterless (nisprakarikayah saprakārakatvena bhavah). 
Since the self and its cognition are identical and since there is 
nothing else but this self, there is no meaning in saying that the 
Vedanta admits the vivarta view of causation; for, strictly speaking, 
there is no causation at all (vivartasya bala-vyutpatti-prayojana- 
tayā)!. If anything existed apart from self, then the Vedantic 
monism would be disturbed. If one looks at maya in accordance 
with the texts of the Vedas, maya will appear to be an absolutely 
fictitious non-entity (tuccha), like the hare’s horn; if an attempt is 
made to interpret it logically, it is indefinable (anirvacanīya), 
though common people would always think of it as being real 
(vāstavī)?. Prakāšānanda thus preaches the extreme view of the 
Vedanta, that there is no kind of objectivity that can be attributed 
to the world, that maya is absolutely non-existent, that our ideas 
have no objective substratum to which they correspond, that the 
self is the one and only ultimate reality, and that there is no 
causation or creation of the world. In this view he has often to 
fight with Sarvajfiatma Muni, Prakāšātman, and with others who 
developed a more realistic conception of maya transformation ; but 
it was he who, developing probably on the lines of Mandana, tried 
for the first time to give a consistent presentatign of the Vedanta 
from the most thorough-going idealistic point'of view. In the 
colophon of his work he says that the essence of the Vedānta as 


z balan prati vivarto "yam brahmanah sakalam jagat 
avivarttitam Gnandam asthitah krtinah sada. 
The Pandit, 1890, p. 326. 
- tucchānirvacanīyā ca vāstavī cety asau tridhā > 
jūeyā maya tribhir bodhaih srauta-yauktika-laukikaih. 
Ibid. p. 420. 
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preached by him is unknown to his contemporaries and that it 
was he who first thoroughly expounded this doctrine of philo- 
sophy". Prakāsānanda wrote many other works in addition to his 
Siddhānta-muktāvalī, such as Tara-bhakti-tarangini, Manorama 
tantra-raja-tika, Mahā-laksmī-paddhati and Sri-vidya-paddhati, 
and this shows that, though a thoroughgoing Vedantist, he was 
religiously attached to tantra forms of worship. Nana Diksita 
wrote a commentary on the Muktāvalī, called Siddhānta-pradīpikā, 
at a time when different countries of India had become pervaded 
by the disciples and disciples of the disciples of Prakasananda?. 


Madhusudana Sarasvati (A.D. 1500)?, 


Madhusüdana Sarasvatī, who was a pupil of Visvesvara Saras- 
vati and teacher of Purusottama Sarasvati, in all probability 
flourished in the first half of the sixteenth century. His chief 
works are Vedānta-kalpa-latikā, Advaita-siddhi, Advaita-mafijari, 
Advaita-ratna-raksana, Atma-bodha-tika, Ananda-mandakini, 
Krsna-kutühalanataka, Prasthana-bheda, Bhakti-samanya-nirüpana, 
Bhagavad- gita- güdhartha-dipika,  Bhagavad- bhakti- rasayana, 
Bhāgavata- purana- prathama-sloka-vyākhyā,  Veda-stuti-tīkā, 
Sandilya-sittra-tika, Sāstra-siddhānta-leša-tīkā, Samksepa-sariraka- 
sāra-samgraha, Siddhānta-tattva-bindu, Hari-lila-vyakhya. His 
most important work, however,is his Advaita-siddhi, in which he 
tries to refute the objections raised in Vyasatirtha's Nyayamrta^ 


: vedānta-sāra-sarvasvam ajiieyam adhunātanaih 
asegena mayoktam tat purusottama-yatnatah. - 
The Pandit, 1890, p. 428. 

2 yacchisya-sisya-sandoha-vyapta bhārata-bhūmayah 

vande tam yatibhir vandyam Prakāšānandam i$varam. 
Ibid. p. 488. 

? Rāmājiā Pandeya in his edition of Madhusüdana's Vedānta-kalpa-latikā 
suggests that he was a Bengali by birth. His pupil Purugottama Sarasvatī in his 
commentary on the Siddhānta-bindu-ļīkā refers to Balabhadra Bhattācārya as a 
favourite pupil of his, and Pāņdeya argues that, since Bhattācārya is a Bengali 
surname and since his favourite pupil was a Bengali, he also must have been 
a Bengali. It is alsd' pointed out that in a family genealogy (Kula-patījikā) of 
Kotalipara of Faridpur, Bengal, Madhusüdana's father is said to have been 
Pramodapurandara Ācārya, who had four sons—Srinatha Cūdāmaņi, Yāda- 
vānanda Nyāyācārya, Kamalajanayana and Vāgīša Gosvamin. Some of the 
important details of Madhusūdana's philosophical dialectics will be taken up 
in the treatment of the philosophy of Madhva and his followers in the third 
volume of the present work in connection with Madhusüdana's discussions with 
Vyāsatīrthe) 

4 The Advaita-siddhi has three commentaries, Advaita-siddhy-upanyāsa, 
Brhat-tikà, and Laghu-candrikā, by Brahmānanda Sarasvati. 
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against the monistic Vedanta of Sankara and his followers. 
Materials from this book have already been utilized in sections 6, 
7,8,9and 1o of the tenth chapter of the present work. More will 
be utilized in the third volume in connection with the controversy 
between Vyāsatīrtha and Madhusüdana, which is the subject- 
matter of Adeaita-siddhi. Madhusūdana's Siddhānta-bindu does 
not contain anything of importance, excepting that he gives a con- 
nected account of the perceptual process, already dealt with in the 
tenth chapter and also in the section ** Vedāntic Cosmology " of the 
present volume. His Advaita-ratna-raksana deals with such subjects 
as the validity of the Upanisads: the Upanisads do not admit 
duality; perception does not prove the reality of duality; the 
duality involved in mutual negation is false; indeterminate know- 
ledge does not admit duality; duality cannot be proved by any 
valid means of proof, and so forth. There is practically nothing 
new in the work, as it only repeats some of the important arguments 
of the bigger work Advaita-siddhi and tries to refute the view of 
dualists like the followers of Madhva, with whom Madhusüdana 
was in constant controversy. It is unnecessary, therefore, for our 
present purposes to enter into any of the details of this work. It is, 
however, interesting to note that, though he was such a confirmed 
monist in his philosophy, he was a theist in his religion and 
followed the path of bhakti, or devotion, as is evidenced by his 
numerous works promulgating the bhakti creed. These works, 
however, have nothing to do with the philosophy of the Vedanta, 
with which we are concerned in the present chapter. Madhusüdana's 
Vedānta-kalpa-latikā was written earlier than his Advaita-siddhi 
and his commentary on the Mahimnah stotra*. Rāmājīā Pandeya 
points out in his introduction to the Vedānta-kalpa-latikā that 
the Advaita-siddhi contains a reference to his Gzta-mibandhana; 
the Gita-nibandhana and the Srimad-bhagavata-tikà contain refer- 
ences to his Bhakti-rasayana, and the Bhakti-rasayana refers to the 
Vedānta-kalpa-latikā; and this shows that the Vedanta-kalpa-latika 
was written prior to all these works. The Advaita-ratna-raksana 
refers to the Advaita-siddhi and may therefore be regarded as a much 
later work. There is nothing particularly new in the Vedanta-kalpa- 
latikā that deserves special mention as a contribution to Vedantic 
thought. The special feature of the work consists in the frequent 


> 
1 He refers to the Vedanta-kalpa-latika and Siddhānta-bindu in his Advaita- 
siddhi, p. 537 (Nirņaya-Sāgara edition). See also Makimnaļ-stotra-tīkā, p. 5- 
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brief summaries of doctrines of other systems of Indian philosophy 
and contrasts them with important Vedānta views. The first 
problem discussed is the nature of emancipation (moksa) and the 
ways of realizing it: Madhusūdana attempts to prove that it 
is only the Vedāntic concept of salvation that can appeal to men, 
all other views being unsatisfactory and invalid. But it does not 
seem that he does proper justice to other views. Thus, for example, 
in refuting the Sāmkhya view of salvation he says that, since the 
Samkhya thinks that what is existent cannot be destroyed, sorrow, 
being an existent entity, cannot be destroyed, so there cannot be 
any emancipation from sorrow. This is an evident misrepresenta- 
tion of the Samkhya; for with the Samkhya the destruction of 
sorrow in emancipation means that the buddhi, a product of prakrti 
which is the source of all sorrow, ceases in emancipation to have 
any contact with purusa, and hence, even though sorrow may not be 
destroyed, there is no inconsistency in having emancipation from 
sorrow. It is unnecessary for our present purposes, however, to 
multiply examples of misrepresentation by Madhusüdana of the 
views of other systems of thought in regard to the same problem. 
In the course of the discussions he describes negation (abhava) 
also as being made up of the stuff of nescience, which, like other 
things, makes its appearance in connection with pure consciousness. 
He next introduces a discussion of the nature of self-knowledge, 
and then, since Brahma knowledge can be attained only through 
the Upanisadic propositions of identity, he passes over to the dis- 
cussion of import of propositions and the doctrines of abhihitan- 
vaya-vāda, anvitābhidhāna-vāda and the like. He then treats of the 
destruction of nescience. He concludes the work with a discussion 
of the substantial nature of the senses. Thus the mind-organ is said 
to be made up of five elements, whereas other senses are regarded 
as being constituted of one element only. Manas is said to pervade 
the whole of the body and not to be atomic, as the Naiyāyikas 
hold. Finally, Madhusūdana returns again to the problem of 
emancipation, and holds that it is the self freed from nescience 
that should be regarded as the real nature of emancipation. 


15-2 


CHAPTER XII 
THE PHILOSOPHY OF THE YOGA-VASISTHA 


Tue philosophical elements in the various Puranas will be taken 
in a later volume. The Yoga-vāsistha-Rāmāyaņa may be included 
among the puranas, but it is devoid of the general characteristics 
of the purāņās and is throughout occupied with discussions of 
Vedāntic problems of a radically monistic type, resembling the 
Vedāntic doctrines as interpreted by Šankara. This extensive 
philosophical poem, which contains twenty-three thousand seven 
hundred and thirty-four verses (ignoring possible differences in 
different manuscripts or editions) and is thus very much larger 
than the Srīmad-bhagavad-gītā, is a unique work. The philosophical 
view with which it is concerned, and which it is never tired of 
reiterating, is so much like the view of Sankara and of Vijfianavada 
Buddhism, that its claim to treatment immediately after Sankara 
seems to me to be particularly strong. Moreover, the various inter- 
pretations of the Vedānta-sūtra which will follow are so much 
opposed to Sankara’s views as to make it hard to find a suitable 
place for a treatment like that of the Yoga-vāsistha unless it is 
taken up immediately after the chapter dealing with Šankara. 

The work begins with a story. A certain Brahmin went to the 
hermitage of the sage Agastya and asked him whether knowledge 
or work was the direct cause of salvation (moksa-sadhana). Agastya 
replied that, as a bird flies with its two wings, so a man can attain 
the highest (paramam padam) only through knowledge and work. 
To illustrate this idea he narrates a story in which Karunya, the 
son of Agnivesya, having returned from the teacher’s house after 
the completion of his studies, remained silent and did no work. 
When he was asked for the reason of this attitude of his, he 
said that he was perplexed over the question as to whether the 
action of a man in accordance with scriptural njunction was or 
was not more fitted for the attainment of his highest than follow- 
ing a course of self-abnegation and desirelessness (tyāga-mātra). 
On hearing this question of Kāruņya Agnivešya told him that 
he could answer his question only by narrating a story, after 
hearing which he might decide as he chose. A heaverly damsel 
(apsarah), Suruci by name, sitting on one of the peaks of the 
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Himālayas, once saw a messenger of Indra flying through the sky. 
She asked him where he was going. In reply he said that a certain 
king, Āristanemi by name, having given his kingdom to his son 
and having become free from all passions, was performing a course 
of asceticism (tapas), and that he had had to. go to him on duty and 
was returning from him. 'The damsel wanted to know in detail 
what happened there between the messenger and the king. The 
messenger replied that he was asked by Indra to take a well- 
decorated chariot and bring the king in it to heaven, but while 
doing so he was asked by the king to describe the advantages and 
defects of heaven, on hearing which he would make up his mind 
whether he would like to go there or not. In heaven, he was 
answered, people enjoyed superior, medium and inferior pleasures 
according as their merits were superior, medium or inferior: when 
they had exhausted their merits by enjoyment, they were reborn 
again on earth, and during their stay there they were subject to 
mutual jealousy on account of the inequality of their enjoyments. 
On hearing this the king had refused to go to heaven, and, when 
this was reported to Indra, he was very much surprised and he 
asked the messenger to carry the king to Valmiki's hermitage and 
make Vālmīki acquainted with the king's refusal to enjoy the fruits 
of heaven and request him to give him proper instructions for the 
attainment of right knowledge, leading to emancipation (moksa). 
When this was done, the king asked Vālmīki how he might attain 
moksa, and Valmiki in reply wished to narrate the dialogue of 
Vašistha and Rama (Vasistha-rama-samvada) on the subject. 

Vālmīki said that, when he had finished the story of Rāma— 
the work properly known as Ramayana—and taught it to Bhara- 
dvāja, Bharadvāja recited it once to Brahmā (the god), and he, 
being pleased, wished to confer a boon on him. Bharadvāja in 
reply said that he would like to receive such instructions as would 
enable people to escape from sorrow. Brahmā told him to apply 
to Vālmīki and wēnt himself to him (Vālmīki), accompanied by 
Bharadvāja, and asked him not to cease working until he finished 
describing the entire character of Rāma, by listening to which 
people will be saved from the dangers of the world. When Brahmā 
disappeared from the hermitage after giving this instruction, 
Bharadvāja also asked Valmiki to describe how Rama and his wife, 
brother and followers behaved in this sorrowful and dangerous 
world and lived in sorrowless tranguillity. 
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In answer to the above guestion Vālmīki replied that Rāma, 
after finishing his studies, went out on his travels to see the various 
places of pilgrimage and hermitages. On his return, however, he 
looked very sad every day and would not tell anyone the cause 
of his sorrow. King Dagaratha, Rama's father, became very much 
concerned about Rāma's sadness and asked Vasistha if he knew 
what might be the cause of it. At this time the sage Viévamitra 
also visited the city of Ayodhyā to invite Rāma to kill the demons. 
Rāma's dejected mental state at this time created much anxiety, 
and Visvamitra asked him the cause of his dejection. 

Ràma said in reply that a new enquiry had come into his mind 
and had made him averse from all enjoyments. 'There is no happi- 
ness in this world, people are born to die and they die to be born 
again. Everything is impermanent (asthira) in this world. All 
existent things are unconnected (bhavah...parasparam asatiginah). 
They are collected and associated together only by our mental 
imagination (manah-kalpanaya). The world of enjoyment is created 
by the mind (manah), and this mind itself appears to be non- 
existent. Everything is like a mirage. 

Vasistha then explained the nature of the world-appearance, 
and it is this answer which forms the content of the book. When 
Valmiki narrated this dialogue of Va$istha and Rama, king Ariş- 
tanemi found himself enlightened, and the damsel was also pleased 
and dismissed the heavenly messenger. Kāruņya, on hearing all 
this from his father Agnivešya, felt as if he realized the ultimate 
truth and thought that, since he realized the philosophical truth, 
and since work and passivity mean the same, it was his clear duty to 
follow thecustomary duties of life. When Agastya finished narrating 
the story, the Brahmin Sutiksna felt himself enlightened. 

There is at least one point which may be considered as a very 
clear indication of later date, much later than would be implied by 
the claim that the work was written by the author of the Ramayana. 
It contains a soka which may be noted as alrhost identical with 
a verse of Kālidāsa's Kumāra-sambhava". It may, in my opinion, 
be almost unhesitatingly assumed that the author borrowed it 
from Kalidasa, and it is true, as is generally supposed, that Kalidasa 

1 Yoga-vāsistha, nt. 16. 50: i 

atha tām atimātra-vihvalām 
sakrpākāšabhavā sarasvatī 


šapharīm hrada-sosa-vihvalam 
prathamā vrstir ivanvakampata, 
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lived in the fifth century A.D. The author of the Yoga-vāsistha, 
whoever he may have been, flourished at least some time after 
Kalidasa. It may also be assumed that the interval between 
Kālidāsa's time and that of the author of the Yoga-vāsistha had 
been long enough to establish Kalidasa’s reputation as a poet. 
There is another fact which deserves consideration in this con- 
nection. In spite of the fact that the views of the Yoga-vāsistha 
and Sankara’s interpretation of Vedanta have important points of 
agreement neither of them refers to the other. Again, the views 
of the Yoga-vasistha so much resemble those of the idealistic school 
of Buddhists, that the whole work seems to be a Brahmanic modifi- 
cation of idealistic Buddhism. One other important instance can 
be given of such a tendency to assimilate Buddhistic idealism 
and modify it on Brahmanic lines, viz. the writings of Gauda- 
pada and Sankara. I am therefore inclined to think that the author 
of the Yoga-vasistha was probably a contemporary of Gaudapada 
or Sankara, about A.D. 800 or a century anterior to them. 

The work contains six books, or prakaranas, namely, Vairāgya, 
Mumuksu-vyavahara, Utpatti, Sthiti, Upašama and Nirvana. Itis 
known also by the names of Arsa-Ramayana, fūāna-vāsistha, Mahā- 
Ramayana, Vāsistha-Rāmāyaņa or Vasistha, Several commen- 
taries have been written on it. Of these commentaries I am par- 
ticularly indebted to the Tātparya-prakāša of Anandabodhendra. 

The Yoga-vasistha is throughout a philosophical work, in the 
form of popular lectures, and the same idea is often repeated 
again and again in various kinds of expressions and poetical 
imagery. But the writer seems to have been endowed with ex- 
traordinary poetical gifts. Almost every verse is full of the finest 
poetical imagery; the choice of words is exceedingly pleasing to 
the ear, and they often produce the effect of interesting us more 
by their poetical value than by the extremely idealistic thought 
which they are intended to convey. i 

"The Yoga-vāsistha had a number of commentaries, and it was 
alsosummarizedin verse by some writers whose works also had com- 
mentaries written upon them. Thus Advayāraņya, son of Narahari, 
Wrote a commentary on it, called Vāsistha- Rāmāyaņa-candrikā. 
Anandabodhendra Sarasvati, pupil of Gangādharendra Sarasvati 
of the nineteenth century, wrote the Tātparya-prakāša. Gaigādha- 
rendra Also is said to have written a commentary of the same 
name. Rāmadeva and Sadānanda also wrote two commentaries on 
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the work, and in addition to these there is another commentary, 
called Yoga-vasistha-tatparya-samgraha, and another commentary, 
the Pada-candrikā, was written by Madhava Sarasvatī. The names 
ofsomeof itssummaries are Brhad-yoga-vāsistha, Laghu-jnana-vasi- 
stha, Yoga-vāsistha-slokāh and Yoga-vasistha-samksepa by Gauda 
Abhinanda of the ninth century, Yoga-vāsistha-sāra or fūāna-sāra, 
Yoga-vāsistha-sāra-samgraha and Vāsistha-sāra or Vāsistha-sāra- 
gidhartha by Ramānanda Tirtha, pupil of Advaitānanda. The 
Yoga-vāsistha-samksepa of Gauda Abhinanda had a commentary 
by Atmasukha, called Candrikā, and another called Samsara- 
taraņī, by Mummadideva. The Yoga-vāsistha-sāra also had two 
commentaries by Pūrņānanda and Mahīdhara. Mr Sivaprasad 
Bhattacarya in an article on the Yoga-vasistha-Ramayana in the 
Proceedings of the Madras Oriental Conference of 1924 says that the 
Moksopāya-sāra, which is another name for the Yoga-vāsistha-sāra, 
was written by an Abhinanda who is not to be confused with 
Gauda Abhinanda. But he misses the fact that Gauda Abhinanda 
had also written another summary of it, called Yoga-vāsistha- 
samksepa. Incidentally this also refutes his view that the Yoga- 
vāsistha is to be placed between the tenth and the twelfth centuries. 
For, if a summary of it was written by Gauda Abhinanda of the 
ninth century, the Yoga-vāsistha must have been written at least 
in the eighth century. The date of the Yoga-vāsistha may thus be 
regarded as being the seventh or the eighth century. 


The Ultimate Entity. 


The third book of the Yoga-vasistha deals with origination 
(utpatti). All bondage (bandha) is due to the existence of the per- 
ceptible universe (dr$ya), and itis the main thesis of this work that it 
does not exist. Atthe time of each dissolution the entire universe of 
appearance is destroyed, like dreams in deep sleep (susupti). What 
is left is deep and static (stimita-gambhīra), neithet light nor dark- 
ness, indescribable and unmanifested (anākhyam anabhivyaktam), 
but a somehow existent entity. This entity manifests itself as 
another (svayam anya ivollasan) ; and through this dynamic aspect it 
appears as the ever-active mind (manas)—like moving ripples from 
the motionless ocean. But in reality whatever appears as tlie diver- 
sified universe is altogether non-existent; for, if it was existent, 
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it could not cease under any circumstances!, It does not exist at 
all. The ultimate indefinite and indescribable entity, which is pure 
extinction (nirvāņa-mātra), or pure intelligence (paro bodhah), 
remains always in itself and does not really suffer any transforma- 
tions or modifications. Out of the first movement of this entity 
arises ego (svatā), which, in spite of its appearance, is in reality no- 
thing but the ultimate entity. Gradually, by a series of movements 
(spanda) like waves in the air, there springs forth the entire world- 
appearance. The ultimate entity is a mere entity of pure conceiving 
or imagining (samkalpa-purusa)*. The Muni held that what appears 
before us is due to the imagination of manas, like dreamland or 
fairyland (yathà samkalpa-nagaram yathā gandharva-pattanam). 
There is nothing in essence except that ultimate entity, and 
whatever else appears does not exist at all—it is all mere mental 
creations, proceeding out of the substanceless, essenceless mental 
creations of the ultimate entity. It is only by the realization 
that this world-appearance has no possibility of existence that the 
false notion of ourselves as knowers ceases, and, though the false 
appearance may continue as such, there is emancipation (moksa). 

This manas, however, by whose mental creations everything 
springs forth in appearance, has no proper form, it is merely a 
name, mere nothingness*. It does not exist outside or subjec- 
tively inside us; it is like the vacuity surrounding us everywhere. 
That anything has come out of it is merely like the production of 
a mirage stream. All characteristics of forms and existence are like 
momentary imaginations. Whatever appears and seems to have 
existence is nothing but manas, though this manas itself is merely 
a hypothetical starting-point, having no actual reality. For the 
manas is not different from the dreams of appearance and cannot 
be separated from them, just as one cannot separate liquidity from 
water or movement from air. Manas is thus nothing but the 
hypothetical entity from which all the dreams of appearance pro- 
ceed, though these dreams and manas are merely the same and 


; Yoga-vásigtha, nt. 3. m 
sarvegām bhūta-jātānām samsāra«vyavahāriņām 
prathamo ‘sau pratispandat citta-dehah svatodayah 
asmāt pūrvāt pratispandād ananyaitat-roarüpint 
iyam pravisptā srēļih spanda-srstir ivānilāt. Ure TE 


- © rāmāsya manaso rüpam na kimcid api driyate 
ndma-mátrád rte vyomno yathā iūnya-jadākrteļi. T 
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it is impossible to distinguish between them!. Atidyā, nami, 
citta, manas, bandha, mala, tamas are thus but synonyms for the 
same concept?, It is the perceiver that appears as the perceived, 
and it is but the perceptions that appear as the perceiver and 
the perceived. The state of emancipation is the cessation of this 
world-appearance. There is in reality no perceiver, perceived or 
perceptions, no vacuity (/ümya), no matter, no spirit or conscious- 
Ness, but pure cessation or pure negation, and this is what we mean 
by Brahman’, Its nature is that of pure cessation (dānta), and it in this 
that the Samkhyists call puruga, the Vedāntins call “ Brahman,” 
the idealistic Buddhists call “pure idea” (eijfdna-matra) and the 
nihilists “ pure essencelessness "" (/ümya)*. It is of the nature of pure 
annihilation and cessation, pervading the inner and the outer 
world*, It is described as that essencelessness (ifaya) which docs 
Not appear to be so, and in which lies the ground and being of the 
essenceless world-appearance (yasmin fūnyam jagat sthitam), and 
which, in spite of all creations, is essenceless*. ‘The illusory wortd- 
appearance has to be considered as absolutely non-existent, like 
the water of the mirage or the son of a barren woman. The ultimate 
entity is thus neither existent nor non-existent and is both statical 
and dynamical (spandāspandātmaka)? ; it is indescribable and un- 
nameable (kimapy avyapadedatma) and neither being nor non- 
being nor being-non-being, neither statical being nor becoming 
(na bhavo bhavanam na ca). The similarity of the philosophy of 
the Voga-wisiitha to the idealistic philosophy of the Lanhapatara- 
Mitra is so definite and deep that the subject does not require any 
elaborate discussion and the readers are referred to the philosophy 
of the Lakkāvatāra in the first volume of the present work. On 
Vedanta lines it is very similar to Prakādānanda's interpretation 
of the Vedānta in later times, called dyyti-sryti-cāda, which can 
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The world as such never existed in the past, nor exists now, 
nor will exist hereafter; so it has no production or destruction in 
any real sense', But yet there is the appearance, and its genesis 
bas somehow to be accounted for. The ultimate entity is, of course, 
of the nature of pure cessation (data), as described above. The 
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appearance can be described in this way: At first there 
thing like a self-reflecting thought in the ultimate entity, 
some indescribable objectivity which gives rise to 
"Thus, on a further movement, which is skin to thought, 
+ state which can be described as a self-thinking 
is clear pure intelligence, in which everything may 
It is only this entity that can be called conscious 
(cit), As the thought-activity becomes more and 
(ghana-samvedana), other conditions of soul (jioa) 
At this stage it forgets, as it were, it» subject-objectess 
state, and desires to flow out of itself as a pure essence of 
movement (bkāvanā-mātra-tāra). The first objectivity ls 
manifested as pure vacuity, At this moment arise the ego (@hemtd) 
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following the akasa moment and from it as a more concrete state 
(ghanibhitya), comes forth thesound-potential (kha-žan-mātra). This 
sound-potential is the root of the production of all the Vedas, with 
their words, sentences and valid means of proof. Gradually the 
conceivings of the other tan-mdtras of sparsa, tejas, rasa and gandha 
follow, and from them the entire objective world, which has no 
other reality than the fact that they are conceptions of the 
self-conscious thought!. The stages then are, that in the state of 
equilibrium (sama) of the ultimate indescribable entity called the 
Brahman, which, though pure consciousness in essence, is in an un- 
manifested state, there first arises an objectivity (cetyatva) through 
its self-directed self-consciousness of the objectivity inherent 
in it (satas cetyamsa-cetanat); next arises the soul, where there 
is objective consciousness only through the touch or connection 
of objectivity (cetya-samyoga-cetanāt) instead of the self-directed 
consciousness of objectivity inherent in itself. Then comes the 
illusory notion of subjectivity, through which the soul thinks that it 
isonly the conscious subject and as such is different from the object 
(cetyaika-paratā-vašāt). This moment naturally leads to the state of 
the subjective ego, which conceives actively (buddhitvākalanam), 
and it is this conceiving activity which leads to the objective con- 
ceptions of the different žan-mātras and the world-appearance. 
These are all, however, ideal creations, and as such have no reality 
apart from their being as mere appearance. Since their nature is 
purely conceptual (vikalpa), they cannot be real at any time. All 
that appears as existent does so only as a result of the conceptual 
activity of thought. Through its desire, “ I shall see,” there comes 
the appearance of the two hollows of the eye, and similarly in the 
case of touch, smell, hearing and taste. There is no single soul, 
far less an infinite number of them. It is by the all-powerful 
conceptual activity of Brahman that there arises the appearance of 
so many centres of subjective thought, as the souls (jīvas). In 
reality, however, the j;vas have no other existence than the con- 
ceptualizing activity which produces their appearance. There is 
no materiality or form: these are nothing but the self-flashings 
of thought (citta-camatkara). 

Manas, according to this theory, is nothing but that function 
of pure consciousness through which it posits out of itself an object 
of itself. Here the pure conscious part may be called the spiritual 


* mr. 12. 
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part and its objectivity aspect the material part!. In its objectivity 
also the cit perceives nothing but itself, though it appears to per- 
ceive something other than itself (svam evānyatayā drstvā), and 
this objectivity takes its first start with the rise of egohood 
(ahamtā). 

But to the most important guestion, namely, how the original 
eguilibrium is disturbed and how the present development of the 
conceptual creation has come about, the answer given in the 
Yoga-vasistha is that it is by pure accident (kākatāliya-yogena) 
that such a course of events took place. It is indeed disappointing 
that such a wonderful creation of world-appearance should have 
ultimately to depend on accident for its origin?. It is considered 
irrelevant to enquire into the possibility of some other cause of 
the ultimate cause, the Brahman?. 


Karma, Manas and the Categories. 


Karma in this view is nothing but the activity of the manas. 
The active states of manas are again determined by their preceding 
moments and may in their turn be considered as determining the 
succeeding moments. When any particular state determines any 
succeeding state, it may be considered as an agent, or karta; but, 
as this state is determined by the activity of the previous state, 
otherwise called the karma, it may be said that the karma generates 
the kartā, the kartā by its activity again produces karma, so that 
karma and kartā are mutually determinative. As in the case of 
the seed coming from the tree and the tree coming from the 
seed, the cycle proceeds on from kartā to karma and from karma 
to kartā, and no ultimate priority can be affirmed of any one of 
them*. But, if this is so, then the responsibility of karma ceases; 
the root desire (vāsanā) through which a man is born also makes 
him suffer or enjoy in accordance with it; but, if kartā and karma 
spring forth together, then a particular birth ought not to be de- 
termined by the ‘karma of previous birth, and this would mean 

d cito yac cetya-kalanam tan-manastvam udāhrtam 


cid-bhāgo 'trājado bhāgo jādyam atra hi cetyatà. 111. 91. 37. 


* Ul, 96. 15, IV. 54.7. 
Brahmanah kāraņam kim syād iti vaktum na yujyate 
svabhāvo nirvisesatvāt paro vaktum na yujyate. 1V. 18. 22. 
$ a yathā karma ca kartā ca paryāyeņeha samgatau 
karmaņā kriyate kartā kartrā karma praņīyate 
bījānkurādivan-nyāyo loka-vedokta eva sah. 111. 95. 19, 20. 
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that man's enjoyment and sorrow did not depend on his karma. 
In answer to such a question, raised by Rāmacandra, Vasistha says 
that karma is due not to ātman, but to manas. It is the mental 
movement which constitutes karma. When first the category of 
manas rises into being from Brahman, karma also begins from that 
moment, and, as a result thereof, the soul and the body associated 
with it are supposed to be manifested. Karma and manas are in one 
sense the same. In this world the movement generated by action 
(kriyā-spanda) is called karma, and, as it is by the movement of 
manas that all effects take place, and the bodies with all their 
associated sufferings or enjoyments are produced, so even the 
body, which is associated with physical, external karma, is in reality 
nothing but the manas and its activity. Manas is essentially of the 
nature of karma, or activity, and the cessation of activity means the 
destruction of manas (karma-nase mano-nāsah)!. As heat cannot 
be separated from fire or blackness from collyrium, so movement 
and activity cannot be separated from manas. If one ceases, the 
other also necessarily ceases. Manas means that activity which 
subsists between being and non-being and induces being 
through non-being: it is essentially dynamic in its nature and 
passes by the name of manas. It is by the activity of manas that 
the subject-objectless pure consciousness assumes the form of a 
self-conscious ego. Manas thus consists of this constantly positing 
activity (ekanta-kalanah). The seed of karma is to be sought in the 
activity of manas (karma-bijam manah-spanda), and the actions 
(kriyā) which follow are indeed very diverse. It is the synthetic 
function (tad-anusandhatte) of manas that is called the functioning 
of the conative senses, by which all actions are performed, and 
it is for this reason that karma is nothing but manas. Manas, 
buddhi, ahamkara, citta, karma, kalpanā, samsrti, vāsanā, vidyā, 
prayatna, smrti, indriya, prakrti, maya and kriyā are different 
only in name, and they create confusion by these varied names; 
in-reality, however, they signify the same conc:pt, namely, the 
active functioning of manas or citta. These different names are 
current only because they lay stress on the different aspects of 
the same active functioning. They do not mean different entities, 
but only different moments, stages or aspects. Thus the first 
moment of self-conscious activity leading in different directions 
is called manas. When, after such oscillating movement, there is 


1 ni. 95. 
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the position of either of the alternatives, as “the thus,” it is called 
buddhi. When by the false notions of associations of body and 
soul there is the feeling of a concrete individual as “I,” it is called 
ahamkāra. When there is reflective thought associated with the 
memory of the past and the anticipations of the future, it is called 
citta. When the activity is taken in its actual form as motion or 
action towards any point, it is called karma. When, leaving its 
self-contained state, it desires anything, we have kalpanā. When 
the citta turns itself to anything previously seen or unseen, as being 
previously experienced, we have what is called memory (smrti). 
When certain impressions are produced in a very subtle, subdued 
form, dominating all other inclinations, as if certain attractions or 
repulsions to certain things were really experienced, we have the 
root inclinations (vāsanā). In the realization that there is such a 
thing as self-knowledge, and that there is also such a thing as the 
false and illusory world-appearance, we have what is called right 
knowledge (vidyā). When the true knowledge is forgotten and the 
impressions of the false world-appearance gain ground, we have 
what are called the impure states (mala). The functions of the five 
kinds of cognition please us and are called the senses (indriya). As 
all world-appearance has its origin and ground in the highest self, 
itis called the origin (prakrti). As the true state can neither be 
called existent nor non-existent, and as it gives rise to all kinds of 
appearance, it is called illusion (maya). Thus it is the same ap- 
pearance which goes by the various names of jiva, manas, citta 
and buddhi*. 

One of the peculiarities of this work is that it is not a philo- 
sophical treatise of the ordinary type, but its main purpose lies in 
the attempt to create a firm conviction on the part of its readers, by 
repeating the same idea in various ways by means of stories and 
elaborate descriptions often abounding in the richest poetical 
imagery of undeniably high aesthetic value, hardly inferior to that 
of the greatest Saņskrit poet, Kālidāsa. 

1 prr. 96. 17-31. 

x Jiva ity ucyate loke mana ity api kathyate 


cittam ity ucyate saiva buddhir ity ucyate tathā. 
III. 96. 34. 
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The World-Appearance. 


The Yoga-vāsistha is never tired of repeating that this world is 
like a hare's horn, a forest in the sky, or a lotus in the sky. The state 
of Brahman is higher than the state of manas. It is by becoming 
manas that Brahman transforms itself into thought-activity and 
thus produces the seeming changefulappearances. But Brahman in 
itself cannot have anything else (brakma-tattve 'nyatā nāsti). But, 
though there is this changeinto manas, and through it the production 
of the world-appearance, yet such a change is not real, but illusory ; 
for during all the time when this change makes its appearance 
and seems to stay, Brahman remains shut up within itself, change- 
less and unchangeable. All objective appearance is thus nothing 
but identically the same as the Brahman, and all that appears 
has simply no existence. The seer never transforms himself into 
objectivity, but remains simply identical with himself in all ap- 
pearances of objectivity. But the question arises, how, if the world- 
appearance is nothing but the illusory creative conception of manas, 
can the order of the world-appearance be explained? The natural 
answer to such a question in this system is that the seeming 
correspondence and agreement depend upon the similarity of the 
imaginary products in certain spheres, and also upon accident. It 
is by accident that certain dream series correspond with certain 
other dream series, But in reality they are all empty dream con- 
structions of one manas. It is by the dream desires that physical 
objects gradually come to be considered as persistent objects 
existing outside of us. But, though during the continuance of the 
dreams they appear to be real, they are all the while nothing but 
mere dream conceptions. The seif-alienation by which the pure 
consciousness constructs the dream conception is such that, though 
it always remains identical with itself, yet it seems to posit itself as 
its other, and as diversified by space, time, action and substance 
(deša-kāla-kriyā-dravyaih). 3 

The difference between the ordinary waklng state and the 
dream state consists in this, that the former is considered by us as 
associated with permanent convictions (sthira-pratyaya), whereas 
the latter is generally thought to have no permanent basis. 
Any experience which persists, whether it be dream or not, 


1 melanam api svakiya-paraktya-svapndndm daivāt kvacit samvadavat svdntali- 
kalpanātmakam eva, Yoga-vāsistha-tātparya-prakāša, 1v. 18. 46. 
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comes to be regarded as permanent, whereas, if even our waking 
conceptions come to be regarded as changeful, they lose their 
validity as representing permanent objects, and.our faith in them 
becomes shaken. If the dream experiences persisted in time and 
the waking experiences were momentary, then the waking state 
would be considered as a dream and the dream experiences would 
be considered as ordinary experiences in the dream state, It is 
only with the coming of the waking state that there is a break of 
the dream experiences, and it is then that the latter are contra- 
dicted and therefore regarded as false. But so long as the dream 
experiences lasted in the dream state, we did not consider them 
to be false; for during that time those dream experiences appeared 
somehow to be permanent and therefore real. There is thus no 
difference between dream states and waking states except this, 
that the latter are relatively persistent, continuous and per- 
manent (sthira), while the former are changeful and impermanent 
(asthira)!. 

There is within us a principle of pure consciousness, which 
is also the vital principle (jiva-dhatu), vitality (virya), and body 
heat (tejas). In the active condition, when the body is associated 
with manas, action and speech, the vital principle moves through 
the body, and on account of this all sorts of knowledge arise, and 
the illusion of world-appearance inherent in it is manifested as 
coming from outside through the various sense apertures, This 
being of a steady and fixed character is called the waking state 
(jagrat). The susupta, or deep sleep state, is that in which the body 
is not disturbed by the movement of the manas, action or speech, 
"The vital principle remains still in itself, in a potential state without 
any external manifestation, as the oil remains in the sesamum 
(taila-samvid yathà tile)?. When the vital principle (jtva-dhatu) is 
very much disturbed, we have experiences of the dream state. 

Whenever the manas strongly identifies itself with any of its 
concepts, it appears to itself as that concept, just as an iron ball 
in fire becomes itself like fire, It is the manas that is both the 
perceiver (puruga) and the perceived universe (vifva-rūpatā)?. 


^ jagrat. -bhedo na sthirāsthirate vind 
sarvatra samasto 'nubhavo 'mayoh 
per se dgrad eväste svapnas 
* 5 IV. 19. 11, 12. 
1 IV. 19. 23 1 (v, 20. 4. 
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The followers of the Samkhya consider manas to be pure con- 
sciousness; they have also explained their doctrines in other de- 
tails, and they think that emancipation cannot be attained by any 
way other than that which the Sāmkhya suggests. The followers of 
the Vedānta also consider that emancipation is attained if one 
understands that all this world is Brahman and if there is self-control 
and cessation of desires together with this knowledge, and that this is 
the only way of salvation. The Vijfianavadins (Idealistic Buddhists) 
think that, provided there is complete self-control and cessation of 
all sense desires, one may attain emancipation, if he understands 
that the world-appearance is nothing but his own illusion. Thus 
each system of thought thinks too much of its own false methods 
of salvation (svair eva niyama-bhramaih), springing from the tradi- 
tional wrong notions. But the truth underlying all these concep- 
tions is that manas is the root of all creations. There is nothing 
intrinsically pleasurable or painful, sweet or bitter, cold or hot, 
and such appearances arise only through the habitual creations of 
the mind. When one believes and thinks with strong faith in any 
particular manner, he begins to perceive things in that particular 
manner during that particular timet. 


Nature of Agency (Kartrtva) and the Illusion of 
World Creation. 


Whenever we ascribe agency (kartrtva) to any person in respect 
of deeds producing pleasure or pain, or deeds requiring strenuous 
exercise of will-power, as those of the Yoga discipline, we do it 
wrongly; for agency consists in the grasp of will and resolution, and 
soit is‘an internal determination of the mind, of the nature of domi- 
nant and instinctive desires and inclinations (vāsanābhidhānah)*. 
The inner movement of feeling in the person towards the enjoyment 
of experiences takes place in accordance with these fixed desires or 
inclinations leading him to specific forms of enjoyment. All enjoy- 
ment is thus a natural consequence of our naturé and character as 
active agents. Since all active agency (kartrtva) consists in the 

M na jüeneha padārthesu rūpam ekam udiryate 

drdha-bhāvanayā ceto yad yathā bhāvayaty alam 
tat tat-phalam tad-ākāram tāvat-kālam prapasyati. 
na tad asti na yat satyam na tad asti na yan mysā. 
IV. 21.56, 57. 


2 yohyantara-sthāyāh manovriter nisayah upādeyatā-pratyayo vāsanābhidhā- 
natatkartrtva-éabdenocyate. 1v. 38. 2. 
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inner effort of will, the enjoyment following such an inner exercise 
of will is nothing but the feeling modifications of the mind follow- 
ing the lead of the active exercise of the will. All action or active 
agency is thus associated with root inclinations (vasana), and is 
thus possible only for those who do not know the truth and have 
their minds full of the root inclinations. But those who have no 
vāsanā cannot be said to have the nature of active agents or of 
enjoying anything. Their minds are no doubt always active and 
they are active all the time; but, as they have no vāsanā, they are 
not attached to fruit, and there is the movement without any 
attachment. Whatever is done by manas is done, and what is not 
done by it is not done; so it is the manas that is the active agent, 
and not the body; the world has appeared from the mind (citta or 
manas), is of the essence of manas, and is upheld in manas. Every- 
thing is but a mental creation and has no other existence. 
Ultimately, everything comes from Brahman; for that is the 
source of all powers, and therefore all powers (saktayah) are seen 
in Brahman—existence, non-existence, unity, duality and multi- 
plicity all proceed from Brahman. The citta, or mind, has evolved 
out of pure consciousness (cif) or Brahman, as has already been 
mentioned, and it is through the latter that all power of action 
(karma), root desires (vasana), and all mental modifications appear. 
But, if everything has proceeded from Brahman, how is it that the 
world-appearance happens to be so different from its source, the 
Brahman? When anything comes out of any other thing, it is 
naturally expected to be similar thereto in substance. If, therefore, 
the world-appearance has sprung forth from Brahman, it ought to 
be similar in nature thereto; but Brahman is sorrowless, while the 
world-appearance is full of sorrow; how is this to be explained? 
To such a question the answer is, that to a person who has a 
perfect realization of the nature of the world-appearance, as being 
a mere conceptual creation from the Brahman and having no 
existence at all, there is no sorrow in this world-appearance nor 
any such quality which is different from Brahman. Only in the 
eyes of a person who has not the complete realization does this 
difference between the world-appearance and Brahman seem to 
be so great, and the mere notion of the identity of Brahman and 
the universe, without its complete realization, may lead to all sorts 
of mischief. On this account instruction in the identity of the 
Brahman and the world-appearance should never be given to 
16-2 
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anyone whose mind has not been properly purified by the essential 
virtues of self-control and disinclination to worldly pleasures?. As 
in magic (indrajala), non-existent things are produced and existent 
things are destroyed, a jug becomes a cloth, and a cloth becomes 
a jug, and all sorts of wonderful sights are shown, though none of 
these appearances have the slightest essence of their own; so is 
the entire world-appearance produced out of the imagination of 
the mind. There is no active agent (kartr) and no one enjoyer 
(bhoktr) of the pleasures and sorrows of the world, and there is 
no destruction whatsoever?, 

"Though the ultimate state is the indescribable Brahman or cit, 
yet it is from manas that all creation and destruction from cycle 
to cycle take their start. At the beginning of each so-called 
creation the creative movement of manas energy is roused. At 
the very first the outflow of this manas energy in the direction 
of a conceptual creation means an accumulation of energy in manas, 
called ghana, which is a sort of statical aspect of the dynamical 
energy (spanda). At the next stage there is a combination of this 
statical state of energy with the next outflow of energy, and the 
result is the stabilized accretion of energy of the second order; this 
is again followed by another outflow of energy, and that leads to 
the formation of the stabilized energy of the third order, and so on. 
"The course of thought-creation is thus through the interaction of 
the actualized energy of thought with the active forms of the energy 
of thought, which join together, at each successive outflow from 
the supreme fund of potential energy. Thus it is said that the first 
creative movement of manas manifests itself as the akafa creation, 
and that, as a result of this creative outflow of energy, there is an 
accretion of energy in manas; at this moment there is another 
outflow (spanda) or movement on the part of manas, as modified 
by the accretion of energy of the previous state, and this outflow 
of manas thus modified is the creation of air. The outflow of this 
second order, again, modifies manas by its accretion, and there is 
a third outflow of energy of the manas as modified by the previous 
accretion, and so on. This process of the modification of energy 
by the outflow of the manas modified at each stage by the accretion 
of the outflow of energy at each of the preceding states is called 

E ādau šama. dama-prāyair gunaih šisyam visodhayet ^ 

pašcāt sarvam idam brahma suddhas tvam iti bodhayet. 


IV. 39. 23. 
2 nātra kašcit kartā na bhoktā na vināšam eti. IV. 39. 41. 
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ghana-spanda-krama’. The creation of all the so-called tan-matras 
(subtle states) of ākāša, vayu, tejas, ap and Rsiti takes place in this 
order, and afterwards that of the ahamkara and buddhi, and thus 
of the subtle body (pury-astaka); thereafter the cosmic body of 
Brahman is formed and developed in accordancewith the root desire 
(vāsanā) inherent in manas. Thus here we have first the ākāša 
tan-mātra, then the vayu tan-mātra from the akasa tan-mātra plus 
the outflow of energy, then, from the ēkāša tan-matra plus the 
vàyu tan-mātra plus the outflow of energy of the third order, tejas 
tan-mütra, and so on. Then, after the tan-matra,the ahamkara and 
the buddhi, we have the subtle body of eight constituents (five 
tan-mātras, ahamkāra, buddhi and the root manas), called the 
pury-astaka of Brahmā. From this develops the body of Brahmā, 
and from the creative imagination of Brahmā we have the grosser 
materials and all the rest of the world-appearance. But all this is 
pure mental creation, and hence unreal, and so also are all the 
scriptures, gods and goddesses and all else that passes as real. 


The Stage of the Saint (Jīvan-mukta). 


Emancipation (mukti) in this system can be attained in the 
lifetime of a person or after his death; in the former case it is 
called sa-deha-muktata, or jīvan-muktatā. The jīvan-mukta state is 
that in which the saint has ceased to have any desires (apagatai- 
sanah), as if he were in a state of deep sleep (susuptavat). He is 
self-contained and thinks as if nothing existed. He has always an 
inward eye, even though he may be perceiving all things with his 
external eye and using his limbs in all directions. He does not 
wait for the future, nor remain in the present, nor remember the 
past. Though sleeping, he is awake and, though awake,he is asleep. 
He may be doing all kinds of actions externally, though he remains 
altogether unaffected by them internally. He internally renounces 
all actions, and dóes not desire anything for himself. He is full of 
bliss and happiness, and therefore appears to ordinary eyes to 
be an ordinary happy man ; but in reality, though he may be doing 
all kinds of things, he has not the delusion of being himself an active 
agent (tyakta-kartrtva-vibhramah). He has no antipathy, grief, 
emotions, or outbursts of pleasure. He is quite neutral to all who 


1 IV, 44. 13-30. 
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do him ill or well; he shows sympathetic interest in each person 
in his own way; he plays with a child, is serious with an old man, 
an enjoyable companion to a young man, sympathetic with the 
Sorrows of a suffering man. He is wise and pleasant and loving to 
all with whom he comes in contact. He is not interested in his 
own virtuous deeds, enjoyments, sins, in bondage or emancipation. 
He has a true philosophic knowledge of the essence and nature of 
all phenomena, and, being firm in his convictions, he remains 
neutral to all kinds of happenings, good, bad, or indifferent. But 
from the descriptions it appears that this indifference on the part 
of a saint does not make him an exclusive and unnatural man; 
for, though unaffected in every way within himself, he can take 
part in the enjoyment of others, he can play like a child and can 
sympathize with the sorrows of sufferers!. 

Jivan-mukti, or emancipation while living, is considered by 
Sankara also as a possible state, though he does not seem to have 
used the term in his works, Thus, on the basis of Chāndogya, 
VI. 14. 2, he says that knowledge destroys only those actions 
which have not already begun to yield their fruits; those actions 
which have already begun to yield fruits cannot be destroyed by 
true knowledge, and so it is not possible for anyone to escape 
from their effects, good or bad; and it has to be admitted that 
even after the dawning of true knowledge the body remains 
until the effects of the actions which have already begun to yield 
fruits are exhausted by enjoyment or suffering. In explaining such 
a condition Sankara gives two analogies: (1) as a potter's wheel 
goes on revolving when the vessel that it was forming is completed, 
so the body, which was necessary till the attainment of true know- 
ledge, may continue to exist for some time even after the rise of 
knowledge; (2) as, when a man through some eye-disease sees 
two moons instead of one, he continues to do so even when he is 
convinced that there are not two moons but one, $0, even when the 
saint is firmly convinced of the unreality of the world-appearance,he 
may still continue to have the illusion of world-apipearance, though 
internally he may remain unaffected by it?. Of the Upanisads 
only the later Muktika Upanisad, which seems to have drawn 
its inspiration from the Yoga-vasistha, mentions the word jīvan- 
mukta, meaning those saints who live till their fruit-yielding 

1 y. 77. a 
2 Sankara's Śārīraka-bhāşya or the Brahma-sütra, 1v. i. 15, 19. 
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actions (prarabdha-karma) are exhausted!. But, though the word 
is not mentioned, the idea seems to be pretty old. 

The conception of sthita-prajfa in the Srimad-bhagavad-gita 
reminds us of the state of a jīvan-mukta saint. A sthita-prajna (man 
of steady wisdom) has no desires, but is contented in himself, has 
no attachment, fear or anger, is not perturbed by sorrow nor longs 
for pleasure, and is absolutely devoid of all likes and dislikes. Like 
a tortoise within its shell, he draws himself away from the sense- 
objects?. This conception of the Srimad-bhagavad-gita is referred to 
in the Yoga-vasistha, which gives a summary of it in its own way?. 
But it seems as if the conception of the saint in the Yoga-vasistha 
has this advantage over the other, that here the saint, though 
absolutely unaffected by all pleasures and sufferings, by virtue and 
vice, is yet not absolutely cut off from us; for, though he has no 
interest in his own good, he can show enjoyment in the enjoyment 
of others and sympathy with the sufferings of others; he can be 
as gay as a child when with children, and as serious as any philo- 
sopher when with philosophers or old men. The Srimad-bhaga- 
vad-gītā, though it does not deny such qualities to a saint, yet does 
not mention them either, and seems to lay stress on the aspect 
of the passivity and neutral character of the saint; whereas the 
Yoga-vāsistha, as we have already said, lays equal stress on both 
these special features of a saint. He is absolutely unattached to 
anything, but is not cut off from society and can seemingly take 
part in everything without losing his mental balance in any way. 
The Gita, of course, always recommends even the unattached 
saint to join in all kinds of good actions; but what one misses 
there is the taking of a full and proper interest in life along 
with all others, though the saint is internally absolutely unaffected 
by all that he may do. 

The saint in the Yoga-vasistha not only performs his own 
actions in an unattached manner, but to all appearance mixes with 
the sorrows and joys of others. 

The question’ whether a saint is above the tyranny of the 
effects of his own deeds was also raised in Buddhist quarters. 
Thus we find in the Katha-vatthu that a discussion is raised as 
to whether a saint can be killed before his proper time of death, 
and it is said that no one can attain mrvana without enjoying the 


e 
1 Muktika Upanisad, 1. 42, also 11. 33, 35, 76. E 
2 Srīmad-bhagavad-gītā, 11. 55-58. 3 Yoga-vāsistha, v1. 52-58. 
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fruits of accumulated intentional deeds!. A story is told in the 
Dhamma-pada commentary (the date of which, according to E. W. 
Burlingame, is about A.D. 450), how the great saint Moggallana 
was torn in pieces by thieves, and his bones were pounded until 
they were as small as grains of rice; such a miserable death of such 
a great saint naturally raised doubts among his disciples, and these 
were explained by Buddha, who said that this was due to the crime 
of parricide, which Moggallana had committed in some previous 
birth; even though he had attained sainthood (arhattva) in that 
life, he could not escape suffering the effect of his misdeeds, which 
were on the point of bearing fruit*. This would naturally imply 
the view that sainthood does not necessarily mean destruction of 
the body, but that even after the attainment of sainthood the body 
may continue to exist for the suffering of the effects of such actions 
as are on the point of bearing fruit. 

The different Indian systems are, however, not all agreed re- 
garding the possibility of the jivan-mukta state. Thus, according 
to the Nyaya, apavarga, or emancipation, occurs only when the 
soul is absolutely dissociated from all the nine kinds of qualities 
(will, antipathy, pleasure, pain, knowledge, effort, virtue, vice and 
rooted instincts). Unless such a dissociation actually occurs, there 
cannot be emancipation; and it is easy to see that this cannot 
happen except after death, and so emancipation during the period 
while the body remains is not possible?. The point is noticed by 
Vatsyayana in a discussion on Nyāya-sūtra, 1v. 2. 42-45, where 
he raises the question of the possibility of knowledge of external 
objects through the senses and denies it by declaring that in 
emancipation (apavarga) the soul is dissociated from the body 
and all the senses, and hence there is no possibility of knowledge; 
and that with the extinction of all knowledge there is also ulti- 
mate and absolute destruction of paint. The Vaisesika holds the 
same view on the subject. Thus Sriharsa says that, when through 
right knowledge (paramartha-darsana) all meris ceases, then the 


1 Kathā-vatthu, xvi. 2. 
2 Buddhist Legends by E. W. Burlingame, vol. 11. p- 304. The same legend 
is repeated in the introduction to Jātaka 522. 
se tad evam navānām ātma-guņānām nirmūlocchedo *pavargah 
tad evedam uktam bhavati tad-atyanta-viyogo 'pavargah. 
Nydya-maiijart, p. 508. 
yasmāt sarva-duhkha-bijam sarva-duhkhāyatanam cāpavarge 
vichidyate tasmāt sarveņa duhkhena vimuktih D 
apavargo no nirbījam nirāyatanam ca duhkham utpadyate. 
Vātsyāyana on Nyāya-sūtra, IV. 2. 43. 


xi] The Stage of the Saint 249 


soul, being devoid of the seeds of merit and demerit, which produce 
the body and the senses, etc., and the present body having been 
destroyed by the exhaustive enjoyment of the fruits of merit and 
demerit, and there being no further production of any new body 
by reason of the destruction of all the seeds of karma, there is 
absolute cessation of the production of body, like the extinction 
of fire by the burning up of all the fuel; and such an eternal non- 
production of body is called moksa (emancipation)*. 

Prabhakara seems to hold a similar view. Thus Salikanatha, in 
explaining the Prabhakara view in his Prakarana-pancika, says that 
emancipation means the absolute and ultimate destruction of the 
body, due to the total exhaustion of merit and demerit”. The 
difficulty is raised that it is not possible to exhaust by enjoyment 
or suffering the fruits of all the karmas accumulated since be- 
ginningless time; he who, being averse to worldly sorrows and all 
pleasures which are mixed with traces of sorrow, works for emanci- 
pation, desists from committing the actions prohibited by Vedic 
injunctions, which produce sins, exhausts by enjoyment and 
suffering the good and bad fruits of previous actions, attains true 
knowledge, and is equipped with the moral qualities of passionless 
tranquillity, self-restraint and absolute sex-control, exhausts in the 
end all the potencies of his karmas (nihšesa-karmāšaya) and attains 
emancipation?. This view, however, no doubt has reference to a very 
advanced state in this life, when no further karma is accumulating ; 
but it does not call this state moksa during life; for moksa, 
according to this view, is absolute and ultimate non-production 
of body. 

The Samkhya-karika, however, holds that, when trueknowledge 
is attained (samyagjnanadhigama), and when in consequence none 
of the karmas of undetermined fruition (aniyata-vipāka), accumu- 
lated through beginningless time, are able to ripen for bearing 
fruit, the body may still continue to remain simply by the inertia, 
as it were, of the old avidyā; just as even after the potter has 
ceased to operate the potter’s wheel may continue to move as a 


1 yatha dagdhendhanasyanalasyopasamah punar anutpāda evam punah šarī- 
ranutpado moksah. Nyāya-kandalī, p. 283. EA AM d: 

Prašastapāda also writes: tada nirodhāt nirbijasyatmanah šarīrādi-nivrttih 
bunak sarirādy-anutpattau dagdhendhanānalavad upašamo moksa iti. Prasastapada- 

hāsyt, p. 282. d ^ 

..* atyattikas tu dehocchedo nihšesa=dharmādharma-pariksaya-nibandhano moksa 
iti. Prakarana-paficika, p. 156. 

3 Ibid. p. 157. 
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result of the momentum which it has acguired (cakra-bhramivad 
dhyta-šarīrah)!. 

The word jivan-mukta is not used either in the Kārikā or 
in the Taitva-kaumudī or in the Tattva-vibhakara. The Samkhya- 
sūtra, however, uses the term and justifies it on the same grounds 
as does Vacaspati?. The Sāmkhya-sūtra, more particularly the 
Pravacana-bhasya, raises the threefold conception of manda-viveka 
(feeble discrimination), madhya-viveka (middle discrimination), 
and vžveka-nispatti (finished discrimination)’. The stage of manda- 
viveka is that in which the enquirer has not attained the desired 
discrimination of the difference between prakrti and purusa, but is 
endeavouring to attain it; the madhya-viveka stage is the state of 
the jžvan-mukta. But this is an asamprajnata state, i.e. a state in 
which there is still subject-object knowledge and a full conscious 
discrimination. The last stage, viveka-nispatti, is an asamprajüata 
state in which there is no subject-object knowledge, and therefore 
there cannot in this stage be any reflection of pleasure or sorrow 
(due to the fructifying karma—prarabdha-karma) on the purusa. 

The Yoga also agrees with the general conclusion of the Samkhya 
on the subject. A man who nears the state of emancipation ceases 
to have doubts about the nature of the self, and begins to re-live 
the nature of his own self and to discriminate himself as being 
entirely different from his psychosis (sativa); but, as a result of 
the persistence of some decayed roots of old impressions and 
instincts, there may, in the intervals of the flow of true discrimi- 
native knowledge, emerge other ordinary cognitive states, such 
as "I am,” “mine,” *I know,” “I do not know”; yet, in- 
asmuch as the roots of the old impressions have already been 
burnt, these occasional ordinary cognitive states cannot produce 
further new impressions. The general impressions of cognition 
(Jfana-samskara), however, remain until the final destruction 
of citta. The point here is that, the roots in the world of sub- 
conscious impressions being destroyed, and the occasional appear- 
ance of ordinary cognitive states being but remnants produced 
by some of the old impressions, the roots of which have already 


1 Sāntkhya-kārikā,67,68. The Tattva-kaumudī here essays to baseits remarks 
on Chandogya, v1. 14. 2, as Sankara did in his bhàyya on the Brahma-sūtra. The 
Tattva-vibhākara of Vamsidhara Mišra, in commenting on Vācaspati's Tattva- 
kaumudī, quotes Mundaka Upanisad, 11. 2. 8, and also Srimad-bhagavad-gità, 1V. 
37, for its support. Compare Yoga-vásistha: ghanā na vāsanā yayya punar- 
janana-varjità. 

? Sāmkhya-sūtra, 111. 77-83. > Ibid. m. 77, 78. 
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been burnt, these occasional ordinary cognitive states are like 
passing shadows which have no basis anywhere; they cannot, 
therefore, produce any further impressions and thus cannot be 
a cause of bondage to the saint. With the advance of this state 
the sage ceases to have inclinations even towards his processes of 
concentration, and there is only discriminative knowledge; this 
state of samadhi is called dharma-megha. At this stage all the roots 
of ignorance and other afflictions become absolutely destroyed, 
and in such a state the sage, though living (jivann eva), becomes 
emancipated (vimukta). The next stage is, of course, the state of 
absolute emancipation (kaivalya), when the citta returns back to 
prakrti, never to find the purusa again}. 

Among later writers Vidyaranya wrote on this subject a treatise 
which he called fīvan-mukti-viveka*. It is divided into five chapters. 
In the first he deals with the authorities who support Jivan-mukti ; 
in the second, with the nature of the destruction of instinctive root 
inclinations (vasana) ; in the third, with the destruction of manas 
(mano-nāša); in the fourth, with the final object for which jīvan- 
mukti is sought; and in the fifth, with the nature and characteristics 
of those saints who have attained jivan-mukti by wisdom and right 
knowledge (vidvat-samnyāsa), and have virtually renounced the 
world, though living. The work is more a textual compilation 
from various sources than an acute philosophical work examining 
the subject on its own merits. The writer seems to have derived 
his main inspiration from the Yoga-vasistha, though he refers 
to relevant passages in several other works, such as Brhad- 
āraņyaka Upanisad, Maitreyi-brahmana, K ahola-brāhmaņa, Sarira- 
brahmana, Jabala-brahmana, Katha-vallī, Gita, Bhāgavata, Brhas- 
pati-smrti, Sūta-samhitā, Gauda-pāda-kārikā, Sankara-bhasya, 
Brahma-sūtra, Patica-padika, Visnu-purana, Taittiriya-brahmana, 
Yoga-sūtra, Naiskarmya-siddhi, Kausitaki, Paficadast, Antaryami- 
brahmana, Vyasa-bhasya, Brahma-upanisad, the works of Yama, 
Parāšara, Bodhāyana, Medhatithi, Višvarūpa Acarya, etc. t 

Disinclination' to passions and desires (virakti) is, according 
to him, of two kinds, intense (tivra) and very intense (tīvratara). 


1 Yoga-sūtra and Vyāsa-bhāsya, 1v.:29732. ; 
2 This Vidyāraņya seems to be later than the Vidyfiranya who wrote the 


Paficadast, as quotations from the chapter B randa of the Paficadast are 
found in it chap. 11, pp. 195, 196, Chowkhamba edition). So my identification 
of the Vidyāraņya of the Paricadast with the writer of Jīvan-mukti-viveka in the 
first volume (p. 419) of the present work seems to be erroneous. 
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Intense virakti is that in which the person does not desire anything 
in this life, whereas very intense virakti is that in which the person 
ceases to have any desires for all future livest. Vidyāraņya takes 
great pains to prove, by reference to various scriptural texts, that 
there are these two distinct classes of renunciation (sannyāsin), 
though one might develop into the other*. As regards the nature 
of jivan-mukti, Vidyaranya follows the view of the Yoga-vāsistha, 
though he supportsit by otherscriptural quotations. On the subject 
of bodiless emancipation (videha-mukti) also he refers to passages 
from the Yoga-vāsistha. Fivan-mukti is the direct result of the 
cessation of all instinctive root desires (vāsanā-ksaya), the dawning 
of right knowledge (tattva-jūāna), and the destruction of manas 
(mano-na$a). Vidyaranya, however, holds that on account of steady 
right knowledge even the seeming appearance of passions and 
attachment cannot do any harm to a jīvan-mukta, just as the bite 
of a snake whose fangs have been drawn cannot do him any harm. 
Thus he gives the example of Yajfiavalkya, who killed Sakalya by 
cursing and yet did not suffer on that account, because he was 
already a jivan-mukta, firm in his knowledge of the unreality of 
the world. So his anger was not real anger, rooted in instinctive 
passions, but a mere appearance (abhasa) of it?. 


Energy of Free-will (Paurusa). 


One of the special features of the Yoga-vāsistha is the special 
emphasis that it lays upon free-will and its immense possi- 
bilities, and its power of overruling the limitations and bondage of 
past karmas. Paurusa is defined in the Yoga-vāsistha as mental and 
physical exertions made in properly advised ways (sādkūpadista- 


1 If the ascetic has ordinary desires he is called hamsa; if he desires emancipa- 
tion, he is called parama-hamsa. The course of their conduct is described in the 
Parāšara-smrti, Fivan-mukti-viveka, 1. 11. When a man renounces the world for 
the attainment of right knowledge, it is called vžvidisā-samnyāsa (renunciation for 
thirst of knowledge), as distinguished from vidvat-samnyā$a (renunciation of the 
wise) in the case of those who have already attained right knowledge. The latter 
kind of samnyāsa is with reference to those who are jīvan-mukta. 

* It is pointed out by Vidyāraņya that the Arunikopanisad describes the 
conduct and character of vividisā-samnyāsa, in which one is asked to have a staff, 
one loin-cloth and to repeat the Aranyakas and the Upanisads only, and the 
Parama-hamsopanisat describes the conduct and character of vidvat-samnyāsa, in 
which no such repetition of the Upanisads is held necessary, since such a person 
is fixed and steady in his Brahma knowledge. This makes the difference between 
the final stages of the two kinds of renunciation (Jīvan-mukti-viveka, 1. 20-24). 

3 Fivan-mukti-viveka, pp. 183-186. 
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mārgeņa), since only such actions can succeed, If a person desires 
anything and works accordingly in the proper way, he is certain to 
attain it, if he does not turn back in midway?. Paurusa is of two 
kinds, of the past life (praktana) and of this life (aihika), and the 
past paurusa can be overcome by the present paurusa?. The karma 
of past life and the karma of this life are thus always in conflict 
with each other, and one or the other gains ground according to 
their respective strength. Not only so, but the endeavours of any 
individual may be in conflict with the opposing endeavours of 
other persons, and of these two also that which is stronger wins‘. 
By strong and firm resolution and effort of will the endeavours of 
this life can coriquer the effect of past deeds. The idea that one 
is being led in a particular way by the influence of past karmas 
has to be shaken off from the mind; for the efforts of the past life 
are certainly not stronger than the visible efforts of the moment. 

All efforts have indeed to be made in accordance with the 
direction of the scriptures (sastra). There is, of course, always a 
limit beyond which human endeavours are not possible, and there- 
fore it is necessary that proper economy of endeavours should be 
observed by following the directions of the scriptures, by cultivating 
the company of good friends, and by adhering to right conduct, 
sincemere random endeavours or endeavours on a wrong line cannot 
be expected to produce good results®. If one exerts his will and 
directs his efforts in the proper way, he is bound to be successful, 
There is nothing like destiny (daiva), standing as a separate force: 
it has.a continuity with the power of other actions performed 
in this life, so that it is possible by superior exertions to destroy 
the power of the actions of previous lives, which would have 
led to many evil results. Whenever a great effort is made or 
a great energy is exerted, there is victory. The whole question, 
whether the daiva of the past life or the paurusa of this life will 
win, depends upon the relative strength of the two, and any part of 
the daiva which becomes weaker than the efforts of the present life 

= sādhūpadista-mārgeņa yan mano-'niga-vicestitam 

tat paurusam tat saphalam anyad unmatta-cestitam. 
Yoga-vāsistha, 11. 4. 11. 


A yo yam artham prārthayate tad-artham cehate kramāt 


avašyam sa tam āpnoti na ced ardhān nivartate. 4 
Ibid, 11. 4. 12. 


3 Ibid. 1. 4. 17. * Ibid. 11. 5. 5, 7- 
z 5 sa ca sac-chástra-sat-sanga-sad-acárair nijam phalam 
dadātīti svabhävo 'yam anyathā nārtha-siddhaye. 
Ibid. 11. 5. 25. 
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in a contrary direction is naturally annulled. It is only he who 
thinks that destiny must lead him on, and conseguently does not 
strive properly to overcome the evil destiny, that becomes like an 
animal at the mercy of destiny or God, which may take him to 
heaven or to hell. The object of all endeavours and efforts in this 
life is to destroy the power of the so-called destiny, or daiva, and 
to exert oneself to his utmost to attain the supreme end of life, 
The Yoga-vāsistha not only holds that paurusa can conguer and 
annul daiva, but it even goes to the extreme of denying daiva and 
calling it a mere fiction, that, properly speaking, does not exist at all. 
Thus it is said that endeavours and efforts manifest themselves as 
the movement of thought (samvit-spanda), the movement of manas 
(manah-spanda),and themovement of the senses (aindriya). Thought 
movement is followed by movement of the psychosis or ceias; 
the body moves accordingly, and there is also a corresponding 
enjoyment or suffering. If this view is true, then daiva is never 
Seen anywhere. Properly speaking, there is no daiva, and wherever 
any achievement is possible, itis always by continual strenuous effort 
of will, standing on its own account, or exercised in accordance 
with the šāstra or with the directions of a teacher. It is for all 
of us to exert ourselves for good and to withdraw our minds from 
evil. By all the pramanas at our disposal it is found that nothing 
but the firm exercise of will and effort achieves its end, and that 
nothing is effected by Pure daiva; it is only by the effort of eating 
that there is the satisfaction of hunger, it is only by the effort of 
the vocal organs that speech is effected, and it is only by the effort 
of the legs and corresponding muscles that one can walk. So 
everything is effected by personal efforts, when directed with the 
aid of the sastra and Proper advisers or teachers, What passes as 
daiva is a mere fiction ; no one has ever experienced it, and it cannot 
be used by any of the Senses; and the nature of efforts being 
essentially vibratory (spanda), one can never expect such move- 
ment from the formless, insensible, so-called daiva, which is only 
imagined and can never be proved. Visible efforts are all tangible 
and open to immediate perception; and, even if it is admitted 
that daiva exists, how can this supposed formless (amürta) entity 
come in contact with it? It is only fools who conceive the 


s šāstrato guruta$ caiva svatas ceti tri-siddhayah > 


sarvatra purusārthasya na daivasya kadācana. 
Yoga-vāsistha, 11. 7. 11. 
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existence of daiva, and depend on it, and are ruined, whereas those 
who are heroes, who are learned and wise, always attain their 
highest by their free-will and endeavour, 

Rama points out to Vasistha in 11. 9 that daiva is fairly well 
accepted amongst all people, and asks how, if it did not exist, did 
it come to be accepted, and what does it mean after all? In answer 
to this Vašistha says that, when any endeavour (paurusa) comes to 
fruition or is baffled, and a good or a bad result is gained, people 
speak of it as being daiva. There is no datva, it is mere vacuity, 
and it can neither help nor obstruct anyone in any way. At the 
time of taking any step people have a particular idea, a particular 
resolution; there may be success or failure as the result of opera- 
tion in a particular way, and the whole thing is referred to by 
ordinary people as being due to daiva, which is a mere name, a 
mere consolatory word. The instinctive root inclinations (vāsanā) 
of a prior state become transformed into karma. A man works in 
accordance with his vāsanā and by vasana gets what he wants. 
Vāsanā and karma are, therefore, more or less like the potential 
and actual states of the same entity. Daiva is but another name 
for the karmas performed with strong desire for fruit, karma thus 
being the same as vāsanā, and vāsanā being the same as manas, 
and manas being the same as the agent or the person (purusa); so 
daiva does not exist as an entity separate from the purusa, and 
they are all merely synonyms for the same indescribable entity 
(durnišcaya). Whatever the manas strives to do is done by itself, 
Which is the same as being done by daiva. There are always in 
manas two distinct groups of vāsanās, operating towards the good 
and towards the evil, and it is our clear duty to rouse the former 
against the latter, so that the latter may be overcome and dominated 
by the former. But, since man is by essence a free source of active 
energy, it is meaningless to say that he could be determined by 
anything but himself; if it is held that any other entity could 
determine him, the question arises, what other thing would de- 
termine that entity, and what else that entity, and there would 
thus be an endless vicious regression?. Man is thus a free source 


y müdhaih prakalpitam daivam tat-parās te ksayam gatah 
prajfids tu paurusārthena padam uttamatam gatāh. 
Yoga-vāsistha, 11. 8. 16. 
© anyas tvām cetayati cet tam cetayati ko 'parah 
ka imam cetayet tasmād anavasthā na vāstavī. ķi 
Ibid. 11. 9. 29. 
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of activity, and that which appears to be limiting his activity is 
but one side of him, which he can overcome by rousing up his 
virtuous side. This view of purusa-kara and karma seems to be 
rather unique in Indian literature. 


Prana and its Control. 


The mind (citta), which naturally transforms itself into its 
states (ortti), does so for two reasons, which are said to be like its 
two seeds. One of these is the vibration (parispanda) of prana, 
and the other, strong and deep-rooted desires and inclinations 
which construct (drdha-bhāvanā)!. When the prana vibrates and is 
on the point of passing through the nerves (n@di-samsparsanodyata), 
then there appears the mind full of its thought processes (samveda- 
namaya). But when the prana lies dormant in the hollow of the 
veins (sira-sarani-kotare), then there is no manifestation of mind, 
and its processes and the cognitive functions do not operate”. It is 
the vibration of the prana (prana-spanda) that manifests itself 
through the citta and causes the world-appearance out of nothing. 
The cessation of the vibration of prana means cessation of all 
cognitive functions. As a result of the vibration of prāņa, the 
cognitive function is set in motion like a top (vītā). As a top spins 
round in the yard when struck, so, roused by the vibration of 
prana, knowledge is manifested; and in order to stop the course 
of knowledge, it is necessary that the cause of knowledge should 
be first attacked. When the citta remains awake to the inner sense, 
while shut to all extraneous cognitive activities, we have the 
highest state. For the cessation of citta the yogins control prana 
through pranayama (breath-regulation) and meditation (dhyana), 
in accordance with proper instructions’. 

Again, there is a very intimate relation between vāsanā and 
prana-spanda, such that vūsanā is created and stimulated into 
activity, prana-spanda, and prana-spanda is set in motion through 
vāsanā. When by strong ideation and without any proper delibera- 
tion of the past and the present, things are conceived to be one’s 
own—the body, the senses, the ego and the like—we have what is 

1 Yoga-vāsistha, V. 91. 14. 

2 I have translated ģirā as veins, though I am not properly authorized to 
do it, For the difference between veins and arteries does not sé2m to have 


been known, 
3 Yoga-vāsistha, v. 91. 20-27. 
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called vāsanā. Those who have not the proper wisdom always 
believe in the representations of the ideations of vāsanā without 
any hesitation and consider them to be true; and, since both the 
vāsanā and the prana-spanda are the ground and cause of the 
manifestations of citta, the cessation of one promptly leads to the 
cessation of the other. The two are connected with each other in 
the relation of seed and shoot (bijankuravat); from prana-spanda 
there is vēsanā, and from vāsanā there is prana-spanda. The object 
of knowledge is inherent in the knowledge itself, and so with the 
cessation of knowledge the object of knowledge also ceases!. 

As a description of prana we find in the Yoga-vasistha that it is 
said to be vibratory activity (spanda-sahti) situated in the upper part 
of the body, while apana is the vibratory activity in the lower part 
of the body. There is a natural pranayama going on in the body 
in waking states as well as in sleep. The mental outgoing tendency 
of the pranas from the cavity of the heart is called recaka, and the 
drawing in of the pranas (dvadasanguli) by the apana activity is 
called pūraka. The interval between the cessation of one effort of 
apana and the rise of the effort of prana is the stage of kumbhaka. 
Bhusunda, the venerable old crow who was enjoying an excep- 
tionally long life, is supposed to instruct Vasistha in VI. 24 on the 
subject of prana. He compares the body to a house with the ego 
(ahamkāra) as the householder. It is supposed to be supported 
by pillars of three kinds?, provided with nine doors (seven aper- 
tures in the head and two below), tightly fitted with the tendons 
(snāyu) as fastening materials and cemented with blood, flesh and 
fat. On the two sides of it there are the two nadis, ida and pingala, 
lying passive and unmanifested (nimilite). There is also a machine 
(yantra) of bone and flesh (asthi-mamsa-maya) in the shape of three 
double lotuses (padma-yugma-traya) having pipes attached to them 
running both upwards and downwards and with their petals closing 
upon one another (anyonya-milat-komala-saddala).When itis slowly 

: samiilans našyatah ksipram mūla-cchedād iva drumah, 

samvidam viddhi samvedyam bījam dhiratayà vinā 
na sambhavati samvedyam taila-hinas tilo yathā 


na bahir nāntare kimcit samvedyam vidyate prthak. 
Yoga-vāsistha, v. 91. 66 and 67. 

2 tri-brakara-mahà-sthünam, vī. 24. 14. The commentator explains the three 
kinds of pillars as referring to the three primal entities of Indian medicine— 
vàyu (air), pitta (bile) and kapha (phlegm)—vata-pitta-kapha-laksana-tri-prakara 
mahdntah sthiina vistambha-kasthani yasya. 1 am myself inclined to take the 
three kinds of pillars as referring to the bony structure of three parts of the body— 
the skull, the trunk, and the legs. 
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filled with air, the petals move, and by the movement of the petals 
the air increases. Thus increased, the air, passing upwards and 
downwards through different places, is differently named as prāņa, 
apāna, samāna,etc. It is in the threefold machinery of the lotus 
of the heart (hrt-padma-yantra-tritaye) that all the prana forces 
operate and spread forth upwards and downwards like the rays 
from the moon's disc. They go out, return, repulse and draw 
and circulate. Located in the heart, the air is called praza: it is 
through its power that there is the movement of the eyes, the opera- 
tion of the tactual sense, breathing through the nose, digesting of 
food and the power of speech!. The prāna current of air stands 
for exhalation (recaka) and the apāna for inhalation (pūraka), and 
the moment of respite between the two operations is called kum- 
bhaka ; consequently, if the prāņa and apāna can be made to cease 
there is an unbroken continuity of kumbhaka. But all the functions 
of the prāņa, as well as the upholding of the body, are ultimately 
due to the movement of citta*. Though in its movement in the 
body the prāņa is associated with air currents, still it is in reality 
nothing but the vibratory activity proceeding out of the thought- 
activity, and these two act and react upon each other, so that, if 
the vibratory activity of the body be made to cease, the thought- 
activity will automatically cease, and vice-versa. Thus through 
spanda-nirodha we have prana-nirodha and through prana-nirodha 
we have spanda-nirodha. In the Yoga-vasistha, 11. 13. 31, vàyu is 
said to be nothing but a vibratory entity (spandate yat sa tad vāyuh). 

In v. 78 it is said that citta and movement are in reality one 
and the same, and are therefore altogether inseparable, like the 
snow and its whiteness, and consequently with the destruction of 
one the other is also destroyed. There are two ways of destroying 
the citta, one by Yoga, consisting of the cessation of mental states, 
and the other by right knowledge. As water enters through the 
crevices of the earth, so air (vata) moves in the-body through the 
nādīs and is called prāņa. It is this prana air which, on account of 
its diverse functions and works,is differently named as apāna, etc. 

1 Yoga-vāsis(ha, vı. 24. It is curious to note in this connection that in the 
whole literature of the Āyur-veda there is probably no passage where there is such 
a clear description of the respiratory process. Pupphusa, or lungs, are mentioned 
only by name in Susruta-samhita, but none of their functions and modes of 
operation are at all mentioned. It is probable that the discovery of the 
respiratory functions of the lungs was made by a school of thought different 


from that of the medical school. 
2 Ibid. vi. 25. 61—74. 
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But it is identical with citta. From the movement of prana there 
is the movement of citta, and from that there is knowledge (samvid). 
As regards the control of the movement of prana, the Yoga-vasistha 
advises several alternatives. Thus it holds that through concen- 
trating one’s mind on one subject, or through fixed habits of long 
inhalation associated with meditation, or through exhaustive ex- 
halation, or the practice of not taking breath and maintaining 
kumbhaka, or through stopping the inner respiratory passage by 
attaching the tip of the tongue to the uvula!, or, again, through 
concentration of the mind or thoughts on the point between the 
two brows, there dawns all of a sudden the right knowledge and 
the consequent cessation of prana activities”. 

Professor Macdonell, writing on prāņa in the Vedic Index, 
vol. rt, says, ' prēņa, properly denoting ‘breath,’ is a term of wide 
and vague significance in Vedic literature.” In the narrow sense 
prana denotes one of the vital airs, of which five are usually 
enumerated, viz. prana, apāna, vyana, udana and samāna. T he 
exact sense of each of these breaths, when all are mentioned, cannot 
be determined. The word prāņa has sometimes merely the general 
sense of breath, even when opposed to apāna. But its proper sense 
is beyond question *' breathing forth,” “expiration.” But, though 
in a few cases the word may have been used for “breath” in its 
remote sense, the general meaning of the word in the Upanisads 
is not air current, but some sort of biomotor force, energy or 
vitality often causing these air currents*. It would be tedious to 
refer to the large number of relevant Upanisad texts and to try 
to ascertain after suitable discussion their exact significance in each 

H tālu-mūla-gatām yatnāj jihvayākramya ghantikām 


ūrdhva-randhra-gate prāņe prāņa-spando nirudhyate. 
Yoga-vāsistha, v. 78. 25. 

* Itis important to notice in this connection that most ofthe forms of prána- 
yāma as herein described, except the hatha-yoga process of arresting the inner 
air passage by the tongue, otherwise known as khecarī-mūdrā, are the same as 
described in the sūtras of Pataüjali and the bhāsya of Vyasa; and this fact has 
also been pointed ovt by the commentator Ānandabodhendra Bhiksu in his 
commentary on the above. z ^ 

3 Difference between prāņa and vāyu, Aitareya, N. 4; the nāsikya prāta, 1. 4. 
Relation of prāņa to other functions, Kausītaki, 11. 5; prāņa as life, 11. 8; 
prāna connected with vāyu, nī. 12; prāņa as the most important function of 
life, 11. 14; prāņa as consciousness, III. 2. Distinction of nāsikya and mukhya 
prana, Chāndogya, 11. 1-9; the function of the five vāyus, 111: 3-5; prana as the 
result of food, 1. 8. 4; of water, VI. 5. 2, VI. 6. 5, VI. 7. 6; prāņa connected with 
ātman, as everything else connected with prāņa, like spokes of a wheel, Brhad- 
Granyaka, 11. 5. 15; prāņa as strength, ibid. v. 14. 4; prāņa as force running 
through the susumņā nerve, Maitrī, vi. 21; etc. 
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case. The best way to proceed therefore is to refer to the earliest 
traditional meaning of the word, as accepted by the highest Hindu 
authorities. I refer to the Vedānta-sūtra of Badarayana, which may 
be supposed to be the earliest research into the doctrines discussed 
in the Upanisads. Thus the Vedanta-sütra, 11. 4. 9 (na vāyu-kriye 
prthag upadesat), speaking of what may be the nature of prāņa, says 
that it is neither air current (vāyu) nor action (Rriya), since prana 
has been considered as different from air and action (in the 
Upanisads). Sankara, commenting on this, says that from such 
passages as yah pranah sa esa vayuh pafica 'vidhah prāņo pano vyāna 
udanah samanah (what is prāņa is vāyu and it is fivefold, prāņa, 
apana, vyāna, udana, samana), it may be supposed that vāyu (air) 
is prāņa, but it is not so, since in Chandogya, 111. 18. 4, it is stated 
that they are different. Again, it is not the action of the senses, 
as the Samkhya supposes; for it is regarded as different from the 
senses in Mundaka, 11. 1. 3. The passage which identifies vāyu with 
prana is intended to prove that it is the nature of vayu that has 
transformed itself into the entity known as prāņa (just as the 
human body itself may be regarded as a modification or trans- 
formation of siti, earth). It is not vāyu, but, as Vācaspati says, 
* vayu-bheda," which Amalānanda explains in his Vedānta-kalpa- 
taru as vàyoh parinama-rüpa-karya-visegah, i.e. it is a particular 
evolutionary product of the category of vāyu. Saükara's own state- 
ment is equally explicit on the point. He says, “vayur evayam 
adhyatmam āpannah paūca-vyūho visesatmanavatisthamanah prāņo 
nama bhaņyate na tattvantaram nāpi vāyu-mātram,” i.e. it is vāyu 
which, having transformed itself into the body, differentiates 
itself into a group of five that is called vāyu; prana is not alto- 
gether a different category, nor simply air. In explaining the 
nature of prāņa in II. 4. 10-12, Sankara says that prana is not as in- 
dependent as jiva (soul), but performs everything on its behalf, like 
a prime minister (rāja-mantrivaj jivasya sarvārtha-karaņatvena 
upakaraņa-bhūto na svatantrah). Prana is not an instrument like 
the senses, which operate only in relation to particular objects; for, 
as is said in Chandogya, v. 1. 6, 7, Brhad-aranyaka, Y. 3. 12 and 
Brhad-āraņyaka, 1. 3. 19, when all the senses leave the body the 
prāņa continues to operate. It is that by the functioning of which 
the existence of the soul in the body, or life (jīva-sthiti), and the 
passage of the jiva out of the body, or death (jivotkranti), are 
possible. The five vāyus are the five functionings of this vital 


— 
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principle, just as the fivefold mental states of right knowledge, 
illusion, imagination (vikalpa), sleep and memory are the different 
states of the mind. Vācaspati, in commenting on Vedānta-sūtra, 
II. 4. 11, says that it is the cause which upholds the body and the 
senses (dehendriya-vidharana-karanam pranah), though it must be 
remembered that it has still other functions over and above the 
upholding of the body and the senses (na kevalam sarīrendriya- 
dhāraņam asya karyam, Vacaspati, ibid). In Vedānta-sūtra, m. 
4. 13, it is described as being atomic (anu), which is explained 
by Sankara as “subtle” (sūksma), on account of its pervading the 
whole body by its fivefold functionings. Vacaspati in explaining it 
says that it is called “atomic” only in a derivative figurative sense 
(upacaryate) and only on account of its inaccessible or indefinable 
character (duradhigamata), though pervading the whole body. 
Govindānanda, in commenting upon Vedānta-sūtra, II. 4. 9, Says 
that prāņa is a vibratory activity which upholds the process of life 
and it has no other direct operation than that (parispanda-rupa- 
prāņanānukūlatvād avāntara-vyāpārābhāvāt). This seems to be 
something like biomotor or life force. With reference to the 
relation of prana to the motor organs or faculties of speech, etc., 
Sankara says that their vibratory activity is derived from prāņa 
(vāg-ādisu parispanda-labhasya prāņāyattatvam,1. 4. 19). There are 
some passages in the Vedānta-sūtra which may lead us to think 
that the five vāyus may mean air currents, but that it is not so is 
evident from the fact that the substance of the prāņa is not air (etat 
pranddi-pancakam akasadi-gata-rajo-’msebhyo militebhya utpadyate), 
and the rajas element is said to be produced from the five bhütas, 
and the pranas are called kriyātmaka, or consisting of activity. 
Rāma Tīrtha, commenting on the above passage of the Vedanta- 
sara, says that it is an evolutionary product of the essence of vāyu 
and the other bhūtas, but it is not in any sense the external air 
which performs certain physiological functions in the body (tatha 
mukhya-prano "pi āyor bahyasya sūtrātmakasya vikāro na šārīra- 
madhye nabhovad vrtti-lābha-mātreņa avasthito bahya-vayur eva). 
Having proved that in Vedanta prāņa or any of the five vāyus means 
biomotor force and not air current, I propose now to turn to the 
Samkhya-Yoga. 

The Sāmkhya-Yoga differs from the Vedānta in rejecting the 
view that the prāņa is in any sense an evolutionary product of the 

1 Vidoan-mano-rafüani, p. 105, Jacob's edition, Bombay, 1916. 
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on Vedānta-sūtra, 11. 4. 10, says that prana is called vayu because 
it is self-active like the latter (svatah kriyavattvena ubhayoh prana- 
vāyvoh sājātyāt). Again, in II. 4.9, he says that prāņa is neither air 
nor the upward or downward air current (mukhya-prano na vayuh 
napi šārīrasya ūrdhv-ādho-ugamana-laksaņā vāyu-kriyā). 

What is prāņa, then, according to Sāmkhya-Yoga? It is 
mahat-tattva, which is evolved from prakrti, which is called buddhi 
with reference to its intellective power and prana with reference 
to its power as activity. The so-called five vāyus are the different 
functionings of the mahat-tativa (samanya-karya-sadharanam yat 
karanam mahat-tattvam tasyatva vrtti-bhedāh pranapanadayah ; see 
Vijüanamrta-bhasya, 11. 4. 11). Again, referring to Samkhya-karika, 
29, we find that the five vayus are spoken of as the common func- 
tioning of buddhi, ahamkara and manas, and Vācaspati says that 
the five vāyus are their life. This means that the three, buddhi, 
ahamkāra and manas, are each energizing, in their own way, and 
it is the joint operation of these energies that is called the fivefold 
prana which upholds the body. Thus in this view also prana is 
biomotor force and no air current. The special feature of this 
view is that this biomotor force is in essence a mental energy 
consisting of the specific functionings of buddhi, ahamkàra and 
manas!. It is due to the evolutionary activity of antahkaraga. 
In support of this view the Samkhya-pravacana-bhasya, 11. 31, 
Vyasa-bhasya, 111. 39, Vacaspati's Tattva-vaisaradi, Bhiksu's Yoga- 
varttika, and Nāgeša's Chāyā-vyākhyā thereon may be referred 
to. It is true, no doubt, that sometimes inspiration and expiration 
of external air are also called prāņa; but that is because in inspira- 
tion and expiration the function of prāņa is active or it vibrates. It 
is thus the entity which moves and not mere motion that is called 
prāņa*. Rāmānuja agrees with Šankara in holding that prāņa is 
not air (vayu), but a transformation of the nature of air. But it 
Should be noted that this modification of air is such a modification 
as can only be known by Yoga methods?. 

The Vaisesika, however, holds that it is the external air which 


1 Gaudapada’s bkāyya on the Samkhya-kārikā, 29 compares the action of 
prāņa to the movement of birds enclosed in a cage which moves the cage: 
compare Saükara's reference to Vedānta-sūtra, 11. 4. 9. 

2 Rāmānuja-bhāsya on Vedānta-sūtra, 11. 4. 8. ? 

? See the Tattva-muktā-kalāpa, 53-55, and also Rāmānuja-bhāsya and Sruta- 
prakásikà, 11. 4. 1-15. 
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according to its place in the body performs various physiological 
functions!. The medical authorities also support the view that 
vàyu is a sort of driving and upholding power. Thus the Bhava- 
prakāša describes vāyu as follows: It takes quickly the dosas, 
dhātus and the malas from one place to another, is subtle, com- 
posed of rajo-guna; is dry, cold, light and moving. By its move- 
ment it produces all energy, regulates inspiration and expiration 
and generates all movement and action, and by upholding the 
keenness of the senses and the dkātus holds together the heat, 
senses and the mind. Vahata in his Astāriga-samgraha also regards 
vāyu as the one cause of all body movements, and there is nothing 
to suggest that he meant air currents?. The long description of 
Caraka (r. 12), as will be noticed in the next chapter, seems to 
suggest that he considered the vāyu as the constructive and 
destructive force of the universe, and as fulfilling the same kinds of 
functions inside the body as well. It is not only a physical force 
regulating the physiological functions of the body, but is also the 
mover and controller of the mind in all its operations, as knowing, 
feeling and willing. Sugruta holds that it is in itself avyakta 
(unmanifested or unknowable), and that only its actions as 
operating in the body are manifested (avyakto vyakta-karmā ca). 
In the Yoga-vāsistha, as we have already seen above, prana or 
vāyu is defined as that entity which vibrates (spandate yāt sa tad 
vayuh, 111. 13) and it has no other reality than vibration. Praga itself 
is, again, nothing but the movement of the intellect as akamkāra*. 
Prāņa is essentially of the nature of vibration (spanda), and 
mind is but a form of prana energy, and so by the control of the 
mind the five vāyus are controlled’. The Saiva authorities also 
agree with the view that prāņa is identical with cognitive activity, 
which passes through the nadis (nerves) and maintains all the body 
movement and the movement of the senses. Thus Ksemaraja says 
that it is the cognitive force which passes in the form of prāņa 
through the nadis, and he refers to Bhatta Kallata as also holding 
the same view, and prāņa is definitely spoken of by him as force 
(kutila-vāhinī prāņa-šaktih)?. Sivopadhyaya in his Viorti on the 


1 Nyāya-kandalī of Sridhara, p. 48. 

2 Bhāva-prakāša, Sen’s edition, Calcutta, p. 47. 

? Vāhata's Astanga-samgraha and the commentary by Indu, 
PP. 138, 21&. 

4 Yoga-vasistha, NI. 14. 5 Ibid.v.13, 78. 

5 Siva-sütra-vimarsint, V1. 43, 44+ 


Trichur, 1914, 
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Vijūāna-bhairava also describes prana as force (Sakti), and the 
Vijīāna-bhairava itself does the samet. Bhatta Ananda in his 
Vijitāna-kaumudī describes prāņa as a functioning of the mind 
(citta-vrtti). 


Stages of Progress. 


It has been already said that the study of philosophy and 
association with saintly characters are the principal means with 
which a beginner has to set out on his toil for the attainment of 
salvation. In the first stage (prathama bhūmikā) the enquirer has to 
increase his wisdom by study and association with saintly persons. 
The second stage is the stage of critical thinking (vicāraņā); the 
third is that of the mental practice of dissociation from all passions, 
etc. (asariga-bhāvanā); the fourth stage (vilapani) is that in which 
through a right understanding of the nature of truth the world-ap- 
pearance shows itself to be false; the fifth stage is that in which the 
saint is in a state of pure knowledge and bliss (suddha-samvit-maya- 
nanda-rüpa). This stage is that of the jīvan-mukta, in which the 
saint may be said to be half-asleep and half-awake (ardha-supta- 
prabuddha). 'The sixth stage is that in which the saint is in a state 
of pure bliss; it is a state which is more like that of deep dreamless 
sleep (susupta-sadrša-sthiti). The seventh stage is the last transcen- 
dental state (turyatita), which cannot be experienced by any saint 
while he is living. Of these the first three stages are called the 
waking state (jāgrat), the fourth stage is called the dream state 
(svapna), the fifth stage is called the dreamless (susupta) state, the 
sixth stage is an unconscious state called the turya, and the seventh 
stage is called the turyatita?. 

Desire (icchā) is at the root of all our troubles. It is like a mad 
elephant rushing through our system and trying to destroy it. 
"The senses are like its young, and the instinctive root inclinations 
(vāsanā) are like its flow of ichor. It can only be conquered by 
the close application of patience (dhairya). Desire means the 
imaginations of the mind, such as “let this happen to me," and 
this is also called sartkalpa. The proper way to stop this sort of 
imagining is to cease by sheer force of will from hoping or desiring 
in this manner, and for this one has to forget his memory; for 

1 Vijitāna-bhairava and Vivrti, verse 67. 

2 See the Nyāya-kandalī ot Sridhara, p. 48, and also Dinakarī and Ramarüdrt 


on the Siddhanta-muktavali on Bhāsā-parichcheda, p. 44. 
3 Yoga-vāsistha, v1. 120. 
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so long as memory continues such hopes and desires cannot be 
stopped. The last stage, when all movement has ceased (aspanda) 
and all thoughts and imaginations have ceased, is a state of un- 
consciousness (avedanam)!. Yoga is also defined as the ultimate 
state of unconsciousness (avedana), the eternal state when every- 
thing else has ceased*. In this state cita is destroyed, and one is 
reduced to the ultimate entity of consciousness; and thus, being 
free of all relations and differentiations of subject and object, 
one has no knowledge in this state, though it is characterized as 
bodhātmaka (identical with consciousness). This last state is indeed 
absolutely indescribable (avyapadešya), though it is variously de- 
scribed as the state of Brahman, Siva, or the realization of the 
distinction of prakrti and purusa*. The Yoga-vasistha, however, 
describes this state not as being essentially one of bliss, but as a state 
of unconsciousness unthinkable and indescribable. It is only the 
fifth state that manifests itself as being of the nature of ananda; 
the sixth state is one of unconsciousness, which, it seems, can 
somehow be grasped; but the seventh is absolutely transcendental 
and indescribable. 

The division of the progressive process into seven stages 
naturally reminds one of the seven stages of prajītā (wisdom) in 
Patafjali's Yoga-sūtra and Vyāsa-bhāsya. The seven stages of 
prajītā are there divided into two parts, the first containing four 
and the second three. Of these the four are psychological and the 
three are ontological, showing the stages of the disintegration of 
citta before its final destruction or citta-vimukti*. Here also the 
first four stages, ending with vilāpanī, are psychological, whereas 
the last three stages represent the advance of the evolution of citta 
towards its final disruption. But, apart from this, it does not seem 
that there is any one to one correspondence of the prajna states 
of the Yoga-vasistha with those of Patafijali. The Yoga-vasistha 
occasionally mentions the name Yoga as denoting the highest state 
and defines it as she ultimate state of unconsciousness (avedanam 
vidur yogam) or as the cessation of the poisonous effects of desire’. 
In the first half of the sixth book, chapter 125, the ultimate state 
is described as the state of universal negation (sarvāpahnava). 
Existence of citta is pain, and its destruction bliss; the destruction 


1 Yoga-vāsistha, Vi. 126. * Ibid. vI. 126. 99- > Ibid. vi. 126. 71-72. 

* See my A History of Indian Philosophy, vol. 1, Cambridge, 1922, p. 273. 

5 Jcchā-visa-vikārasya viyogam yoga-namakam. Yoga-vāsistha, V1. 37. 1 ; also 
ibid. v1. 126. 99. 
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of citta by cessation of knowledge—a state of neither pain nor 
pleasure nor any intermediate state—a state as feelingless as that 
of the stone (pasanavat-samam), is the ultimate state aimed at!, 
Karma, according to the Yoga-vāsistha,is nothing but thought- 
activity manifesting itself as subject-object knowledge. Abandon- 
ment of karma therefore means nothing short of abandonment of 
thought-activity or the process of knowledge?. Cessation of karma 
thus means the annihilation of knowledge. The stirring of karma 
or activity of thought is without any cause; but it is due to this 
activity that the ego and all other objects of thought come into 
being; the goal of all our endeavours should be the destruction of 
all knowledge, the unconscious, stone-like knowledgeless state?. 
As there are seven progressive stages, so there are also seven 
kinds of beings according to the weakness or strength of their 
vāsanās. "There are svapna-jagara, sankalpa-jāgara, kevala- 
jāgrat-sthita, ciraj-jagrat-sthita, ghana-jāgrat-sthita, jāgrat-svapna 
and ksina-jagaraka. Svapna-jāgara (dream-awake) persons are those 
who in some past state of existence realized in dream experience all 
Our present states of being and worked as dream persons (svapna- 
nara). The commentator in trying to explain this says that it is not 
impossible; for everything is present everywhere in the spirit, so it is 
possible that we, as dream persons of their dream experience, should 
be present in their minds in their vāsanā forms (tad-antah-karane 
vāsanātmanā sthitāh)*. As both past and present have no existence 
except in thought, time is in thought reversible, so that our exist- 
ence at a time future to theirs does not necessarily prevent their 
having an experience of us in dreams. For the limitations of time 
and space do not hold for thought, and as elements in thought 
everything exists everywhere (sarvam sarvatra vidyate)*. By dreams 
these persons may experience changes of life and even attain to 
final emancipation. The second class, the sarikalpa-jāgaras, are those 
who without sleeping can by mere imagination continue to con- 
ceive all sorts of activities and existences, and may ultimately 
attain emancipation. The third class, the kevala-jagaras, are those 
who are born in this life for the first time. When such beings pass 


1 This turtyátita stage should not be confused with the sixth stage of susupti, 
which is often described as a stage of pure bliss. 
= sarvesām karmaņām evam vedanam bījam uttamam 
svarüpam cetayitvāntas tatah spandah pravartate. E 
Yoga-vāsistha, v1. 11. 2. 26. 
3 Ibid. 111. 15. 16. * Ibid. v1.2. 50.9. Tatparya-prakasa. 5 Ibid. 
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through more than one life, they are called cira-jagaras. Such 
beings, on account of their sins, may be born as trees, etc., in 
which case they are called ghana-jagaras. Those of such beings 
suffering rebirth who by study and good association attain right 
knowledge are called jāgrat-svapna-sthita; and finally, those that 
have reached the turya state of deliverance are called ksina-jagaraka. 
Bondage (bandha), according to the Yoga-vāsistha, remains so 
long as our knowledge has an object associated with it, and de- 
liverance (moksa) is realized when knowledge is absolutely and 
ultimately dissociated from all objects and remains in its tran- 
scendent purity, having neither an object nor a subject!. 


Methods of Right Conduct. 


The Yoga-vasistha does not enjoin severe asceticism or the 
ordinary kinds of religious gifts, ablutions or the like for the realiza- 
tion of our highest ends, which can only be achieved by the control 
of attachment (raga), antipathy (dvesa), ignorance (tamah), anger 
(krodha), pride (mada), and jealousy (matsarya), followed by the 
right apprehension of the nature of reality?. So long as the mind 
is not chastened by the clearing out of all evil passions, the per- 
formance of religious observances leads only to pride and vanity 
and does not produce any good. The essential duty of an enquirer 
consists in energetic exertion for the achievement of the highest 
end, for which he must read the right sort of scriptures (sac-chastra) 
and associate with good men?. He should somehow continue his 
living and abandon even the slightest desire of enjoyment (bhoga- 
gandham parityajet), and should continue critical thinking (vicāra). 
On the guestion whether knowledge or work, jñāna or karma,is to 
be accepted for the achievement of the highest end, the Yoga- 
vāsistha does not, like Šankara, think that the two cannot jointly 
be taken up, but on the contrary emphatically says that, just as 

4 
j jj jūieyatāpattir bandha ity abhidhtyate 
Aoi notions "a Tere. VI. II. 190. I. 
» =; = ivekena vikāšinā 
sper a ecto E 


3 Good men are defined in the Yoga-vāsistha as follows: 
9 dese yam sujana-prāyā lokah sādhum pracaksate 


Pt at ayatnena samsrayet. 
sa vikistah sa sādhuh syāt tam pray: Ibid. 111. 6. 20. 
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a bird flies with its two wings, so an enquirer can reach his goal 
through the joint operation of knowledge and work!, 

The main object of the enquirer being the destruction of citta, 
all his endeavours should be directed towards the uprooting of 
instinctive root inclinations (vāsanā), which are the very substance 
and root of the citta. The realization of the truth (tattva-jūāna), the 
destruction of the vāsanās and the destruction of the cita all mean 
the same identical state and are interdependent on one another, 
so that none of them can be attained without the other. So, aban- 
doning the desire for enjoyment, one has to try for these three 
together; and for this one has to control one's desires on one hand 
and practise breath-control (prana-nirodhena) on the other; and 
these two would thus jointly co-operate steadily towards the final 
goal. Such an advancement is naturally slow, but this progress, 
provided it is steady, is to be preferred to any violent efforts to 
hasten (hatha) the result?. Great stress is also laid on the necessity 
of self-criticism as a means of loosening the bonds of desire and 
the false illusions of world-appearance and realizing the dissocia- 
tion from attachment (asanga)*. 


Yoga-vāsistha, Sankara Vedānta and Buddhist 
Vijnānavāda. 

To a superficial reader the idealism of the Yoga-vāsistha may 
appear to be identical with the Vedānta as interpreted by Sankara; 
and in some of the later Vedanta works of the Sankara school, such 
as the Jivan-mukti-viveka, etc., so large a number of questions dealt 
with in the Yoga-vāsistha occur that one does not readily imagine 
that there may be any difference between this idealism and that 
of Saūkara. This point therefore needs some discussion. 

The main features of Saükara's idealism consist in the doctrine 
that the self-manifested subject-objectless intelligence forms the 
ultimate and unchangeable substance of both the mind (antahka- 
raņa) and the external world. Whatever there is of change and 
mutation is outside of this Intelligence, which is also the Reality. 
But, nevertheless, changes are found associated with this reality 
or Brahman, such as the external forms of objects and the diverse 
mental states. "These are mutable and have therefore a different 
kind of indescribable existence from Brahman; but still they are 


1 Yoga-vāsistha, 1. 1. 7,8. * Ibid. v. 92. 3 Ibid. v. 93. 
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somehow essentially of a positive nature. Šaūkara's idealism does 
not allow him to deny the existence of external objects as apart 
from perceiving minds, and he does not adhere to the doctrine of 
esse est percipi. Thus he severely criticizes the views of the Buddhist 
idealists, who refuse to believe in the existence of external objects 
as apart from the thoughts which seem to represent them. Some 
of these arguments are of great philosophical interest and remind 
one of similar arguments put forth by a contemporary British 
Neo-realist in refutation of Idealism. 

The Buddhists there are made to argue as follows: When two 
entities are invariably perceived simultaneously they are identical; 
now knowledge and its objects are perceived simultaneously ; 
therefore the objects are identical with their percepts. Our ideas 
have nothing in the external world to which they correspond, and 
their existence during dreams, when the sense-organs are uni- 
versally agreed to be inoperative, shows that for the appearance of 
ideas the operation of the sense-organs, indispensable for estab- 
lishing connection with the so-called external world, is unneces- 
sary. If it is asked how, if there are no external objects, can the 
diversity of percepts be explained, the answer is that such diversity 
may be due to the force of vāsanās or the special capacity of the 
particular moment associated with the cognition?. If the so-called 
external objects are said to possess different special capacities 
which would account for the diversity of percepts, the successive 
moments of the mental order may also be considered as possessing 
special distinctive capacities which would account for the diversity 
of percepts generated by those cognition moments. In dreams it 
is these diverse cognition moments which produce diversity of 
percepts. 

Sankara, in relating the above argument of the Buddhist idealist, 
says that external objects are directly perceived in all our per- 
ceptions, and how then can they be denied? In answer to this, 
if it is held that there is no object for the percepts excepting the 
sensations, or that the existence of anything consists in its being 
perceived, that can be refuted by pointing to the fact that the inde- 
pendent existence of the objects of perception, as apart from their 
being perceived, can be known from the perception itself, since the 

1 See the account of Sankara Vedanta in my A History of Indian Philosophy, 
vol. 1, Cambridge, 1922, chapter X. Aniek Meee aleve DELI MN 


2 Kasyacid eva jitāna-ksaņasya sa t. 
Bhāmatī, u. 11. 28. 


270 The Philosophy of the Yoga-vāsistha [cH. 


perceiving of an object is not the object itself; it is always felt that 
the perception of the blue is different from the blue which is 
perceived; the blue stands forth as the object of perception and 
the two can never be identical. This is universally felt and acknow- 
ledged, and the Buddhist idealist, even while trying to refute it, 
admits it in a way, since he says that what is inner perception appears 
as if it exists outside of us, externally. If externality as such never 
existed, how could there be an appearance of it in consciousness? 
When all experiences testify to this difference between knowledge 
and its object, the inner mental world of thoughts and ideas and 
the external world of objects, how can such a difference be denied? 
You may see a jug or remember it: the mental operation in these 
two cases varies, but the object remains the same?. 

The above argument of Sankara against Buddhist idealism 
conclusively proves that he admitted the independent existence of 
objects, which did not owe their existence to anybody’s knowing 
them. External objects had an existence different from and inde- 
pendent of the existence of the diversity of our ideas or percepts. 

But the idealism of the Yoga-vasistha is more like the doctrine of 
the Buddhist idealists than the idealism of Sankara. For according 
to the Yoga-vasistha it is only ideas that have some sort of existence. 
Apart from ideas or percepts there is no physical or external world 
having a separate or independent existence. Esse est percipi is the 
doctrine of the Yoga-vasistha, while Sankara most emphatically 
refutes such a doctrine. A later exposition of Vedanta by Prakās- 
ānanda, known as Veda, 1-siddhānta-muktāvalī, seems to derive 
its inspiration from the Yoga-vasistha in its exposition of Vedanta 
on lines similar to the idealism of the Yoga-vasistha, by denying the 
existence of objects not perceived (ajnata-sattvanabhyupagama)?. 
Prakasananda disputes the ordinarily accepted view that cognition 
of objects arises out of the contact of senses with objects; for 
objects for him exist only so long as they are perceived, i.e. there 
is no independent external existence of objects apart from their 
perception. All objects have only perceptual existence (prātītīka- 
sattva). Both Prakāšānanda and the Yoga-vasistha deny the 
existence of objects when they are not perceived, while Sankara 
not only admits their existence, but also holds that they exist in 
the same form in which they are known; and this amounts vir- 
tually to the admission that our knowing an object does not add 


1 Sankara’s bhāsya on the Brahma-sütra, 11. 2. 28. 
* Siddhānta-muktāvalī. See The Pandit, new series, vol. X1, pp. 129-139. 
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anything to it or modify it to any extent, except that it becomes 
known to us through knowledge. Things are what they are, even 
though they may not be perceived. This is in a way realism. The 
idealism of Sankara’s Vedanta consists in this, that he held that 
the Brahman is the immanent self within us, which transcends all 
changeful experience and is also ultimate reality underlying all 
objects perceived outside of us in the external world. Whatever 
forms and characters there are in our experience, internal as well 
as external, have an indescribable and indefinite nature which 
passes by the name of māyā!. Sankara Vedanta takes it for granted 
that that alone is real which is unchangeable; what is changeful, 
though it is positive, is therefore unreal. The world is only unreal 
in that special sense; māyā belongs to a category different from 
affirmation and negation, namely the category of the indefinite. 
The relation of the real, the Brahman, to this maya in 
Sankara Vedanta is therefore as indefinite as the maya; the real 
is the unchangeable, but how the changeful forms and characters 
become associated with it or what is their origin or what is their 
essence, Sankara is not in a position to tell us. The Yoga-vasistha 
however holds that formless and characterless entity is the ultimate 
truth; it is said to be the Brahman, cit, or void (sūnya); but, 
whatever it may be, it is this characterless entity which is the 
ultimate truth. This ultimate entity is associated with an energy 
of movement, by virtue of which it can reveal all the diverse forms 
of appearances. The relation between the appearances and the 
reality is not external, indefinite and indescribable, as it is to 
Sankara, but the appearances, which are but the unreal and 
illusory manifestations of the reality, are produced by the opera- 
tion of this inner activity of the characterless spirit, which is in 
itself nothing but a subject-objectless pure consciousness. But this 
inner and immanent movement does not seem to have any dia- 
lectic of its own, and no definite formula of the method of its 
operation for its productions can be given; the imaginary shapes 
of ideas and objects, which have nothing but a mere perceptual 
existence, are due not to a definite order, but to accident or chance 
(kakataliya). Such a conception is indeed very barren, and it is 
here that the system of the Yoga-vasistha is particularly defective. 
Another important defect of the system is that it does not either 
criticize knowledge or admit its validity, and the characterless 
entity which forms its absolute is never revealed in experience. 
1 See my A History of Indian Philosophy, vol. 1, ch. x. 
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With Sankara the case is different; for he holds that this absolute 
Brahman is also the self which is present in every experience and is 
immediate and self-revealed. But the absolute of the Yoga-vasistha 
is characterless and beyond experience. The state of final emancipa- 
tion, the seventh stage, is not a stage of bliss, like the Brahmahood 
of the Vedanta, but a state of characterlessness and vacuity almost. 
In several places in the work it is said that this ultimate state is 
differently described by various systems as Brahman, distinction 
of prakrti and purusa, pure vijfiana and void (Sanya), while in truth 
it is nothing but a characterless entity. Its state of mukti (emanci- 
pation) is therefore described, as we have already seen above, as 
pāsāņavat or like a stone, which strongly reminds us of the 
Vaisesika view of mukti. On the practical side it lays great stress 
on paurusa, or exertion of free-will and energy, it emphatically 
denies daiva as having the power of weakening paurusa or even 
exerting a superior dominating force, and it gives us a new view 
of karma as meaning only thought-activity. As against Sankara, it 
holds that knowledge ( jana) and karma may be combined together, 
and that they are not for two different classes of people, but are 
both indispensable for each and every right-minded enquirer. The 
principal practical means for the achievement of the highest end of 
the Yoga-vasistha are the study of philosophical scripture, asso- 
ciation with good men and self-criticism. It denounces external 
religious observances without the right spiritual exertions as being 
worse than useless. Its doctrine of esse est percipi and that no 
experiences have any objective validity outside of themselves, that 
there are no external objects to which they correspond and that 
all are but forms of knowledge, reminds us very strongly of 
what this system owes to Vijfianavada Buddhism. But, while an 
important Vijfianavada work like the Larkāvatāra-sūtra tries to 
explain through its various categories the origin of the various 
appearances in knowledge, no such attempt is made in the Yoga- 
vasistha, where it is left to chance. It is curious that in the Sanskrit 
account of Vijīānavāda by Hindu writers, such as Vacaspati and 
others, these important contributions of the system are never re- 
ferred to either for the descriptive interpretation of the system or 
for its refutation. While there are thus unmistakable influences of 
Vijūānavāda and Gaudapada on the Yoga-vasistha, it seems to have 
developed in closeassociation with the Saiva, asits doctrineof spanda, 
or immanent activity, so clearly shows. This point will, however, 
be more fully discussed in my treatment of Saiva philosophy. 


CHAPTER XIII 
SPECULATIONS IN THE MEDICAL SCHOOLS 


Īr may be urged that the speculations of the thinkers of the 
medical schools do not deserve to be recorded in a History of 
Indian Philosophy. But the force of such an objection will lose 
much in strength if it is remembered that medicine was the most 
important of all the physical sciences which were cultivated in 
ancient India, was directly and intimately connected with the 
Sāmkhya and Vaisegika physics and was probably the origin of the 
logical speculations subsequently codified in the Nyāya-sūtras!. 
The literature contains, moreover, many other interesting ethical 
instructions and reveals a view of life which differs considerably 
from that found in works on philosophy ; further, it treats of many 
other interesting details which throwa flood of light on the scholastic 
methods of Indian thinkers. Those, again, who are aware of the 
great importance of Hatha Yoga or Tantra physiology or anatomy 
in relation to some of the Yoga practices of those schools will no 
doubt be interested to know for purposes of comparison or con- 
trast the speculations of the medical schools on kindred points of 
interest. Their speculations regarding embryology, heredity and 
other such points of general enguiry are likely to prove interesting 
even to a student of pure philosophy. 


Āyur-veda and the Atharva-Veda. 


Sušruta says that Ayur-veda (the science of life) is an upanga 
of the Atharva-Veda and originally consisted of 100,000 verses 
in one thousand chapters and was composed by Brahma before 
he created all beings (Susruta-samhitā, 1. 1. 5). What upāriga 
exactly means in this connection cannot easily be satisfactorily 
explained. Dalhana (A.D. 1100) in explaining the word in his 
Nibandha-samgraha, says that an upanga is a smaller ariga (part)— 
“angam eva alpatvād upangam." Thus, while hands and legs are 
regarded as arigas, the toes or the palms of the hands are called 
upanga. The Atharva-Veda contains six thousand verses and about 

+The poe of Samkhya philosophy taught in Garaka-samhitā, v. 1, has 


already been described in the first volume of the present work, pp. 213-217. 
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one thousand prose lines. If the Āyur-veda originally contained 
100,000 verses, it cannot be called an upanga of the Atharva-Veda, 
if upanga is to mean a small appendage, as Dalhana explains it. 
For, far from being a small appendage, it was more than ten times 
as extensive as the Atharva-Veda. Caraka, in discussing the nature 
of Āyur-veda, says that there was never a time when life did 
not exist or when intelligent people did not exist, and so there 
were always plenty of people who knew about life, and there 
were always medicines which acted on the human body according 
to the principles which we find enumerated in the Āyur-veda. 
Ayur-veda was not produced at any time out of nothing, but 
there was always a continuity of the science of life; when we 
hear of its being produced, it can only be with reference to a 
beginning of the comprehension of its principles by some original 
thinker or the initiation of a new course of instruction at the 
hands of a gifted teacher. The science of life has always been in 
existence, and there have always been people who understood it in 
their own way; it is only with reference to its first systematized 
comprehension or instruction that it may. be said to have a be- 
ginning!. Again, Caraka distinguishes Āyur-veda as a distinct Veda, 
which is superior to the other Vedas because it gives us life, which 
is the basis of all other enjoyments or benefits, whether they be of 
this world or of another?. Vāgbhata, the elder, speaks of Ayur-veda 
not as an upanga, but as an upaveda of the Atharva-Veda?. The 
Mahā-bhārata, 11. 11. 33, speaks of upaveda, and Nīlakaņtha, ex- 
plaining this, says that there are four upavedas, Āyur-veda, Dhanur- 
veda, Gandharvaand Artha-sastra. Brahma-vaivarta, a later purāņa, 
says that after creating the Rk, Yajus, Sàma and Atharva Brahma 
created the Ayur-veda as the fifth Veda*. Roth has a quotation in 
his Wörterbuch to the effect that Brahma taught Ayur-veda, which 
was a vedātiga, in all its eight parts*. 


1 Caraka, 1. 30. 24. This passage seems to be at variance with Caraka, 1. 1. 6; 
for it supposes that diseases also existed always, while Caraka, 1. 1. 6 supposes 
that diseases broke out at a certain point of time. Is it an addition by the reviser 
Drdhabala? 

2 Caraka, 1. 1. 42 and Āyur-veda-dīpikā of Cakrapāņi on it. x 

3 Astanga-samgraha, 1. 1. 8. Gopatha-Brahmana, 1. 10, however, mentions 
five vedas, viz. Sarpa-veda, Pisaca-veda, Asura-veda, Itihāsa-veda and Purāņa- 
veda, probably in the sense of upaveda, but Āyur-veda is not mentioned in this 
connection. 

* Brahma-vaivarta-purāņa, 1. 16. 9, 10. , 5 

5 Brahma vedangam astāigam āyur-vedam abhāsata. This quotation, which 
occurs in the Wérterbuch in connection with the word āyur-veda, could not 
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We thus find that Áyur-veda was regarded by some as a Veda 
superior to the other Vedas and respected by their followers as a 
fifth Veda, as an upaveda of the Atharva-Veda, as an independent 
upaveda, as an upanga of the Atharva-Veda and lastly as a vedanga. 
All that can be understood from these conflicting references is 
that it was traditionally believed that there was a Veda known as 
Ayur-veda which was almost co-existent with the other Vedas, was 
entitled to great respect, and was associated with the Atharva-Veda 
in a special way. It seems, however, that the nature of this asso- 
ciation consisted in the fact that both of them dealt with the curing 
of diseases and the attainment of long life; the one principally by 
incantations and charms, and the other by medicines. What Susruta 
understands by calling Āyur-veda an upātiga of the Atharva-Veda 
is probably nothing more than this. Both the Atharva-Veda and 
Ayur-veda dealt with the curing of diseases, and this generally 
linked them together in the popular mind, and, the former being 
the holier of the two, on account of its religious value, the latter 
was associated with it as its literary accessory. Dārila Bhatta, in 
commenting upon Kaudika-sütra, 25. 2, gives us a hint as to what 
may have been the points of contact and of difference between 
Ayur-veda and the Atharva-Veda. Thus he says that there are two 
kinds of diseases; those that are produced by unwholesome diet, 
and those produced by sins and transgressions. The Ayur-veda 
was made for curing the former, and the Atharvan practices for the 
latter, Caraka himself counts penance (prāyas-citta) as a name of 
medicine (bhesaja) and Cakrapani, in commenting on this, says that 
as prayas-citta removes the diseases produced by sins, so medicines 
(bhesaja) also remove diseases, and thus prayas-citta is synonymous 
with bhesaja?. 

But what is this Āyur-veda? We now possess only the 
treatises of Caraka and Suéruta, as modified and supplemented by 
later revisers. But Suéruta tells us that Brahmā had originally 
produced the Ayug-veda, which contained 100,000 verses spread 
over one thousand chapters, and then, finding the people weak 
in intelligence and short-lived, later on divided itinto eight subjects, 


be verified owing to some omission in the reference. It should be noted that 
vedatiga is generally used to mean the six añgas, viz. Siksā, Kalpa, Vyākaraņa, 
Chandas, Fyotis and Nirukta. POA 2 

1 dvi-prakārā vyādhayah āhāra-nimittā asubhanimittas ceti; tatra āhāra- 
samutthānām: vaisamya āyurvedam cakāra adharma-samutthānām tu šāstramidam 
ucyate. Darila’s comment on Kausika-siitra, 25. 2+ 

2 Caraka, vi. 1. 3 and Ayur-veda-dipika, ibid. 
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viz. surgery (salya), treatment of diseases of the head (salakya), 
treatment of ordinary diseases (kāya-cikitsā), the processes of 
counteracting the influences of evil spirits (bhzta-vidyà), treatment 
of child diseases (kaumara-bhrtya), antidotes to poisons (agada- 
tantra), the science of rejuvenating the body (rasayana) and the 
science of acquiring sex-strength (vājīkaraņa)!. The statement of 
Susruta that Ayur-veda was originally a great work in which the 
later subdivisions of its eight different kinds of studies were not 
differentiated seems to be fairly trustworthy. The fact that Ayur- 
veda is called an upariga, an upaveda, or a vedanga also points to its 
existence in some state during the period when the Vedic literature 
was being composed. We hear of compendiums of medicine as early 
as the Prātišākhyas*. It is curious, however, that nowhere in the 
Upanisads or the Vedas does the name “ Ayur-veda” occur, though 
different branches of study are mentioned in the former?. The 
Astānga Āyur-veda is, however, mentioned in the Maha-bharata, 
and the three constituents (dhatu), vāyu (wind), pitta (bile) and 
slesman (mucus), are also mentioned; there is reference to a theory 
that by these three the body is sustained and that by their decay the 
body decays (etai ksīņais ca ksīyate),and Krsņātreya is alluded to as 
being the founder of medical science (cikitsitam)*. One of the earliest 
systematic mentions of medicines unmixed with incantations and 
charms is to be found in the Mahā-vagga of the Vinaya-Pitaka, 
Where the Buddha is prescribing medicines for his disciples5. 
These medicines are of a simple nature, but they bear undeniable 
marks of methodical arrangement. We are also told there of a 
surgeon, named Akasagotto, who made surgical operations (sattha- 
kamma) on fistula (bhagandara). In Rockhill's Life of the Buddha 
we hear of Jivaka as having studied medicine in the Taxila Univer- 


1 Susruta-samhità, 1. 1. 5—9. 

? R.V. Prātišākhya, 16. 54 (55), mentioned by Bloomfield in The Atharva- 

Veda and Gopatha-Brahmana, p. 10. The name of the medical work mentioned 
is Subhesaja. 
° Rg-vedam bhagavo 'dhyemi Yajur-vedam sama-vedar ātharvaņas caturtham 
itihāsa-purāņam paricamam vedānām vedam pitryam rāšim daivam nidhim vāko- 
vākyam ekāyanam deva vidyām brahma-vidyām bhūta-vidyām ksattra-vidyām 
naksatra-vidyām sarpa-deva-jana-vidyàm, Chāndogya, vi. 1. 2. Of these 
bhūta-vidyā is counted as one of the eight tantras of Āyur-veda, as we find it in 
the Susruta-samhitā or elsewhere, 

* Mahā-bhārata,n.11. 25, XII. 342. 86, 87, x11. 210. 21. Krsnatreya is referred 
to in Garaka-samhitā, V1. 15. 129, and Cakrapāņi, commenting on this, says that 
Krsņātreya and Ātreya are two authorities who are different ftom Ātreya 
Punarvasu, the great teacher of the Caraka-samhitā. 

* Vinaya-Pitaka, Mahā-vagga, v1. I-14. 
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sity under Atreya!. That even at the time of the Atharva- Veda 
there were hundreds of physicians and an elaborate pharmacoparia, 
treating diseases with drugs, is indicated by a mantra therein which 
extols the virtues of amulets, and speaks of their powers as being 
equal to thousands of medicines employed by thousands of medical 
practitioners?. Thus it can hardly be denied that the practice of 
medicine was in full swing even at the time of the Atharva-Veda; 
and, though we have no other proofs in support of the view that 
there existed a literature on the treatment of diseases, known by 
the name of Ayur-veda, in which the different branches, which 
developed in later times, were all in an undifferentiated condition, 
yet we have no evidence which can lead us to disbelieve Sušruta, 
when he alludes definitely to such a literature. The Caraka-samhita 
also alludes to the existence of a beginningless traditional continuity 
of Ayur-veda, under which term he includes life, the constancy 
of the qualities of medical herbs, diet, etc., and their effects on 
the human body and the intelligent enquirer. The early works 
that are now available to us, viz. the Caraka-samhita and Susruta- 
samhitā, are both known as tantrasš, Even Agniveša's work 
(Agniveša-samhitā), which Caraka revised and which was available 
at the time of Cakrapāņi, was a tantra. What then was the Āyur- 
veda, which has been variously described as a fifth Veda or an 
upaveda, if not a literature distinctly separate from the tantras 
now available to us^? It seems probable, therefore, that such a 
literature existed, that the systematized works of Agniveša and 
others superseded it and that, as a consequence, itcameultimately to 
be lost. Caraka, however, uses the word '* Āyur-veda” in the general 
sense of “science of life.” Life is divided by Caraka into four kinds, 
viz. sukha (happy), duhkha (unhappy), hita (good) and aita (bad). 
Sukham āyuh is a life which is not affected by bodily or mental 
diseases, is endowed with vigour, strength, energy, vitality, activity 
and is full of all sorts of enjoyments and successes. The opposite 
of this is the asukham ayuh. Hitam ayuh is the life of a person 
who is always willing to do good to all beings, never steals others’ 
property, is truthful, self-controlled, self-restrained and works 


2 Rockhill’s Life of the Buddha, p.65. —— 

2 Atharva-veda, 11. 9. 3, šatam hy asya bhigajah sahasram uta virudhalt. 

3 Gurv-ājitā-lābhānantaram etat-tantra-karaņam. Cakrapāņi's Ayur-veda- 
dīpikā, 1. 161; also Caraka-samhitd, 1. 1. $2. r ; 

+ Cakrapini quotes the Agniveša-samhitā in his Āyur-veda-dīpikā, vt. 3. 
177-185. 
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with careful consideration, does not transgress the moral injunc- 
tions, takes to virtue and to enjoyment with equal zeal, honours 
revered persons, is charitable and does what is beneficial to 
this world and to the other. The opposite of this is called akita. 
The object of the science of life is to teach what is conducive to 
all these four kinds of life and also to determine the length of such 
a life, 

But, if Ayur-veda means “science of life," what is its connection 
with the Atharva-Veda? We find in the Caraka-samhita that 
a physician should particularly be attached (bhaktir ādešyā) to the 
Atharva-Veda. The Atharva-Veda deals with the treatment of 
diseases (cikitsā) by advising the propitiatory rites (svastyayana), 
offerings (bali), auspicious oblations (marigala-homa), penances 
(niyama), purificatory rites (prayas-citta), fasting (upavāsa) and in- 
cantations (mantra). Cakrapani, in commenting on this, says that, 
since it is advised that physicians should be attached to the Atharva- 
Veda, it comes to this, that the Atharva-Veda becomes Ayur-veda 
(Atharva-vedasya āyurvedatvam uktam bhavati). The Atharva- 
Veda, no doubt, deals with different kinds of subjects, and so Ayur- 
veda is to be considered as being only a part of the Atharva-Veda 
(Atharva-vedaikadesa eva ayur-vedah). Viewed in the light of 
Cakrapani’s interpretation, it seems that the school of medical 
teaching to which Caraka belonged was most intimately connected 
with the Atharva-Veda. This is further corroborated by a com- 
parison of the system of bones found in the Caraka-samhita with 
that of the Atharva-Veda. Suéruta himself remarks that, while he 
considers the number of bones in the human body to be three 
hundred, the adherents of the Vedas hold them to be three hun- 
dred and sixty; and this is exactly the number counted by Caraka*. 
The Atharva-Veda does not count the bones; but there are with 
regard to the description of bones some very important points in 


1 Caraka, 1. 1. 40 and 1. 30. 20-23: 
hitahitam sukham duhkham @yus tasya hitāķitam 
mānam ca tac ca yatroktam àyur-vedah sa ticyate. 
In 1. 30. 20 the derivation of Āyur-veda is given as āyur vedayati iti āyur-vedaļ, 
ie. that which instructs us about life. Suéruta suggests two alternative deri- 
vations—āyur asmin vidyate anena vā āyur vindatīty dyur-vedah, i.e. that by which 
life is known or examined, or that by which life is attained. Susruta-samhitā, 
T 1,14. 
? Caraka, 1. 30. 20. 
1 Trini sasasthdny asthi-šatāni veda-vadino bhāsante; šalya-tantre tu triny eva 
fatdni. Sušruta-samhitā, 11. 5. 18. Trini sagtháni satāny asthnām šaha danta- 
nakhena, Caraka-samhitā, w. 7. 6. 
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which the school to which Caraka belonged was in agreement with 
the Atharva-Veda, and not with Suéruta. Dr Hoernle, who has 
carefully discussed the whole question, thus remarks: “A really 
important circumstance is that the Atharvic system shares with the 
Charakiyan one of the most striking points in which the latter 
differs from the system of Suéruta, namely, the assumption of a 
central facial bone in the structure of the skull. It may be added 
that the Atharvic term pratistha for the base of the long bones 
obviously agrees with the Charakiyan term adhisthana and widely 
differs from the Suérutiyan kirca’.” The Satapatha-brahmana, 
which, as Dr Hoernle has pointed out, shows an acquaintance 
with both the schools to which Caraka and Sušruta respectively 
belonged, counts, however, 360 bones, as Caraka did*, The word 
veda-vādino in Susruta-samhita, 111. 5. 18 does not mean the fol- 
lowers of Ayur-veda as distinguished from the Vedas, as Dalhana 
interprets it, but is literally true in the sense that it gives us the 
view which is shared by Caraka with the Atharva-Veda, the 
Satapatha-brahmana, the legal literature and the purāņas, which 
according to all orthodox estimates derive their validity from 
the Vedas. If this agreement of the Vedic ideas with those of the 
Ātreya school of medicine, as represented by Caraka, be viewed 
together with the identification by the latter of Ayur-Veda with 
Atharva-Veda, it may be not unreasonable to suppose that the 
Ātreya school, as represented by Caraka, developed from the 
Atharva-Veda. This does not preclude the possibility of there being 
an Ayur-veda of another school, to which Sušruta refers and from 
which, through the teachings of a series of teachers, the Susruta- 
samhita developed. This literature probably tried to win the respect 
of the people by associating itself with the Atharva-Veda, and 
by characterizing itself as an upāriga of the Atharva- Veda’. 
Jayanta argues that the validity of the Vedas depends on the 
fact that they have been composed by an absolutely trustworthy 
1 A, F, Rudolf Hgernle's Studies in the Medicine of Ancient India, p. 113. 
2 Ibid. pp. 105-106. See also Satapatha-brahmana, X. S. 4» 12, also X11, 3. 2. 
Wavalkya- Dharma-Íditra, 


'ipmu-smrti, Vignu-dharmottara and Agni-Purdna also enumerate the bones of the 
human body in agreement with Caraka as 360. "The source of the last three 


of these non-medical recensions are of an early date: probably they are not earlier. 
than the third or the fourth century A.D. 

? The word updnga may have been used, however, in the sense that it was a 
supplementary work having the same scope as the Atharva-Veda, 
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person (āpta). As an analogy he refers to Āyur-veda, the validity 
of which is due to the fact that it has been composed by trust- 
worthy persons (apta). That the medical instructions of the Āyur- 
veda are regarded as valid is due to the fact that they are the 
instructions of trustworthy persons (yato yatraptavadatram tatra 
pramanyam iti vyāptir grhyate). But it may be argued that the 
validity of Āyur-veda is not because it has for its author trustworthy 
persons, but because its instructions can be verified by experience 
(nanvāyur-vedādau pramanyam pratyaksādi-samvādāt pratipannam 
napta-pramanyat). Jayanta in reply says that the validity of Ayur- 
veda is due to the fact of its being composed by trustworthy 
persons; and it can be also verified by experience. He argues also 
that the very large number of medicines, their combinations and 
applications, are of such an infinite variety that it would be 
absolutely impossible for any one man to know them by employing 
the experimental methods of agreement and difference. It is only 
because the medical authorities are almost omniscient in their 
knowledge of things that they can display such superhuman 
knowledge regarding diseases and their cures, which can be taken 
only on trust on their authority. His attempts at refuting the view 
that medical discoveries may have been carried on by the applica- 
tions of the experimental methods of agreement and difference and 
then accumulated through long ages are very weak and need not 
be considered here. 

The fourth Veda, known as the Atharva-Veda or the Brahma- 
Veda, deals mainly with curatives and charms!. There is no reason 
to suppose that the composition of this Veda was later than even 
the earliest Rg-Vedic hymns; for never, probably, in the history 


1 Some of the sacred texts speak of four Vedas and some of three Vedas, e.g. 
“asya mahato bhūtasya nihšvasitam etad rg-vedoyajur-vedah sāma-vedo ’tharvan- 
girasah," Brh. 11. 4. 10 speaks of four Vedas; again “ Yam rsayas trayī-vido viduh 
rcahsāmāniyajūmsi,” Taittiriya-brahmana 1.11. 1.26 speaks of three Vedas. Sāyaņa 
refers to the Mimamsá-sütra, 11. 1.37 “‘sese Yajuh-sabdah”’ and says that all the 
other Vedas which are neither Rk nor Sàma are Yajus ($āyaņa's Upodghata to 
the Atharva-Veda, p. 4, Bombay edition, 1895). According to this interpretation 
the Atharva-Veda is entitled to be included within Yajus, and this explains the 
references to the three Vedas. The Atharva-Veda is referred to in the Gopatha- 
Brahmana, 11. 16 as Brahma-Veda, and two different reasons are adduced. 
Firstly, it is said that the Atharva-Veda was produced by the ascetic penances 
of Brahman ; secondlyit is suggested in the Gopatha-Brahmana that all Atharvanic 
hymns are curative (bhesaja), and whatever is curative is immortal, and whatever 
is immortal is Brahman— Ye 'tharvāņas tad bhesajam, yad bhesajam tad amr. zam, 
yad amrtam tad Brahma.” Gopatha-brahmana, ītī. 4. See also Nyāya-mañjarī, 
pp. 250-261. 


i 


xu Ayur-veda and the Atharva-Veda 281 


of India was there any time when people did not take to charms 
and incantations for curing diseases or repelling calamities and 
injuring enemies. The Rg-Veda itself may be regarded in a large 
measure as a special development of such magic rites. The hold 
of the Atharvanic charms on the mind of the people was prob- 
ably very strong, since they had occasion to use them in all 
their daily concerns. Even now, when the Rg-Vedic sacrifices 
have become extremely rare, the use of Atharvanic charms and of 
their descendants, the Tantric charms of comparatively later times, 
is very common amongst all classes of Hindus. A very large part 
of the income of the priestly class is derived from the performance 
of auspicious rites (svastyayana), purificatory penances (prayas- 
citta), and oblations (koma) for curing chronic and serious illnesses, 
winning a law-suit, alleviating sufferings, securing a male issue 
to the family, cursing an enemy, and the like. Amulets are used 
almost as freely as they were three or four thousand years ago, and 
snake-charms and charms for dog-bite and others are still things 
which the medical people find it difficult to combat. Faith in the 
mysterious powers of occult rites and charms forms an essential 
feature of the popular Hindu mind and it oftentimes takes the 
place of religion in the ordinary Hindu household. It may there- 
fore be presumed that a good number of Atharvanic hymns 
were current when most of the Rg-Vedic hymns were not yet 
composed. By the time, however, that the Atharva-Veda was 
compiled in its present form some new hymns were incorporated 
with it, the philosophic character of which does not tally with the 
outlook of the majority of the hymns. The Atharva-Veda, as 
Sayana points out in the introduction to his commentary, was 
indispensable to kings for warding off their enemies and securing 
many other advantages, and the royal priests had to be versed in 
the Atharvanic practices. These practices were mostly for the 
alleviation of the troubles of an ordinary householder, and ac- 
cordingly the Grhya-sitras draw largely from them. The oldest 
name of the Atharva-Veda is Atharvangirasah, and this generally 
suggested a twofold division of it into hymns attributed to Atharvan 
and others attributed to Angiras; the former dealt with the holy 
(santa), promoting of welfare( paustika)and thecuratives (bhesajant), 
and the latter with offensive rites for molesting an enemy (abhi- 
cārika), also called terrible (ghora). The purposes which the Athar- 
vanic charms were supposed to fulfil were numerous. These may 
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be briefly summed up in accordance with the Kausika-sūtra as 
follows: quickening of intelligence, accomplishment of the virtues 
of a Brahmacārin (religious student); acquisition of villages, 
cities, fortresses and kingdoms, of cattle, riches, food grains, 
children, wives, elephants, horses, chariots, etc.; production of 
unanimity (aikamatya) and contentment among the people; 
frightening the elephants of enemies, winning a battle, warding 
off all kinds of weapons, stupefying, frightening and ruining the 
enemy army, encouraging and protecting one's own army, knowing 
the future result of a battle, winning the minds of generals and chief 
persons, throwing a charmed snare, sword, or string into the fields 
where the enemy army may be moving, ascending a chariot for 
winning a battle, charming all instruments of war music, killing 
enemies, winning back a lost city demolished by the enemy; 
performing the coronation ceremony, expiating sins, cursing, 
strengthening cows, procuring prosperity; amulets for promoting 
welfare, agriculture, the conditions of bulls, bringing about various 
household properties, making a new-built house auspicious, letting 
loose a bull (as a part of the general rites—sraddha), performing 
the rites of the harvesting month of Agrahayana (the middle of 
November to the middle of December); securing curatives for 
various otherwise incurable diseases produced by the sins of past 
life; curing all diseases generally, Fever, Cholera, and Diabetes; 
stopping the flow of blood from wounds caused by injuries from 
weapons, preventing epileptic fits and possession by the different 
species of evil spirits, such as the bhūta, pisaca, Brahma-raksasa, 
etc.; curing vafa, pitta and slesman, heart diseases, Jaundice, 
white leprosy, different kinds of Fever, Pthisis, Dropsy; curing 
Worms in cows and horses, providing antidotes against all kinds 
of poisons, supplying curatives for the diseases of the head, eyes, 
nose, ears, tongue, neck and inflammation of the neck; warding 
off the evil effects of a Brahmin's curse; arranging women's 
rites for securing sons, securing easy delivery and the welfare of 
the foetus; securing prosperity, appeasing a king’s anger, know- 
ledge of future success or failure; stopping too much rain 
and thunder, winning in debates and stopping brawls, making 
rivers flow according to one’s wish, securing rain, winning in 
gambling, securing the welfare of cattle and horses, securing large 
gains in trade, stopping inauspicious marks in women, performing 
auspicious rites for a new house, removing the sins of prohibited 
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acceptance of gifts and prohibited priestly services; preventing bad 
dreams, removing the evil effects of unlucky stars under whose 
influence an infant may have been born, paying off debts, removing 
the evils of bad omens, molesting an enemy; counteracting the 
molesting influence of the charms of an enemy, performing aus- 
picious rites, securing long life, performing the ceremonies at birth, 
naming, tonsure, the wearing of holy thread, marriage, etc.; per- 
forming funeral rites, warding off calamities due to the disturbance 
of nature, such as rain of dust, blood, etc., the appearance 
of yaksas, rāksasas, etc., earthquakes, the appearance of comets, 
and eclipses of the sun and moon. 

The above long list of advantages which can be secured by the 
performance of Atharvanic rites gives us a picture of the time when 
these Atharvanic charms were used. Whether all these functions 
were discovered when first the Atharvanic verses were composed 
is more than can be definitely ascertained. At present the evidence 
we possess is limited to that supplied by the Kaušika-sūtra. Ac- 
cording to the Indian tradition accepted by Sayana the compila- 
tion of the Atharva-Veda was current in nine different collections, 
the readings of which differed more or less from one another. These 
different recensions, or sakhas, were Paippalada, Tanda, Manda, 
Saunakiya, Jajala, Jalada, Brahmavāda, Devādarša, and Cāraņa- 
vaidya. Of these only the Paippalāda and Saunakiya recensions 
are available. The Paippalāda recension exists only in a single un- 
published "Tübingen manuscript first discovered by Roth'. It 
has been edited in facsimile and partly also in print. The Sauna- 
kiya recension is what is now available in print. The Saunakiya 
school has the Gopatha-brahmana as its Brāhmaņa and five 
sūtra works, viz. Kausika, Vaitana, Naksatra-kalpa, Angirasa- 
kalpa and Šānti-kalpa*; these are also known as the five kalpas 
(pafica-kalpa). Of these the Kaušika-sūtra is probably the earliest 
and most important, since all the other four depend upon itè. 
The Naksatra-kalpa and Santi-kalpa are more or less of an astro- 
logical character.' No manuscript of the Ātigirasa-kalpa seems to 
be available; but from the brief notice of Sāyaņa it appears to 


1 Der Atharvaveda in Kashmir by Roth. t , 

> The Kausika-sütra is also known as Samhitā-vidhi and Samhitā-kalpa. The 
three kalpas, Naksatra, Angirasa and Santi, are actually Parisistas. tig 

3 *tatra Šākalyena samhitā-mantrāņām sāntika-paustikādisu karmasu viniy0ga- 
vidhānāt samhitā-vidhir nāma Kaušikam šūtram; tad eva itarair upajīvyatvāt. 
Upodhghāta of Sāyaņa to the Atharva- Veda, p. 25. 
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have been a manual for molesting one's enemies (abhicara-karma). 
The Vaitana-sitra dealt with some sacrificial and ritualistic details, 
The Kausika-sutra was commented on by Darila, Kešava, Bhadra 
and Rudra. The existence of the Carana-vaidya (wandering medical 
practitioners) sa@kha reveals to us the particular sakha of the 
Atharva-Veda, which probably formed the old Ayur-veda of the 
Atreya-Caraka school, who identified the Atharva-Veda with 
Ayur-veda. The suggestion, contained in the word Carana-vaidya, 
that the medical practitioners of those days went about from place 
to place, and that the sufferers on hearing of the arrival of such 
persons approached them, and sought their help, is interesting’. 


Bones in the Atharva-Veda and Ayur-veda. 


The main interest of the present chapter is in that part of the 
Atharva-Veda which deals with curative instructions, and for this 
the Kausika-sütra has to be taken as the principal guide. Let us 
first start with the anatomical features of the Atharva-Veda*. The 
bones counted are as follows: 1. heels (parsni, in the dual number, 
in the two feet)*; 2. ankle-bones (gulphau in the dual number)*; 


1 Is it likely that the word Caraka (literally, a wanderer) had anything to do 
with the itinerant character of Caraka’s profession as a medical practitioner? 

2 Hymns II. 33 and x. 2 are particularly important in this connection. 

3 Caraka also counts one pārsņi for each foot. Hoernle (Studies in the Medicine 
of Ancient India, p. 128) remarks on the fact, that Caraka means the backward 
and downward projections of the os calcis, that is, that portion of it which can 
be superficially seen and felt, and is popularly known as the heel. The same 
may be the case with the Atharva-Veda. Sušruta probably knew the real nature 
of it as a cluster (kūrca); for in Sarira-sthana v1 he speaks of the astragalus as 
kitrca-Siras, or head of the cluster, but he counts the pārsņi separately. Hoernle 
suggests that by pārsņi Sušruta meant the os calcis, and probably did not 
think that it was a member of the tarsal cluster (Arca). It is curious that 
Vagbhata I makes a strange confusion by attributing one pārsņi to each hand 
(Astánga-samgraha, 11. 5; also Hoernle, pp. 91—96). 

* Gulpha means the distal processes of the two bones of the leg, known as the 
malleoli. As counted by Caraka and also by Sušruta, there are four gulphas. See 
Hoernle’s comment on Susruta’s division, Hoernle, pp. 81, 82, 102-104. Susruta, 
U1. v. 19, has “ tala-kūrca-gulpha-samšritāni dasa,” which Dalhana explains as tala 
(5 salakas and the one bone to which they are attached) —6 b nes, kūrca—2 bones, 
gulpha—2 bones. Hoernle misinterpreted Dalhana, and, supposing that he spoke 
of two kūrcas and two gulphas in the same leg, pointed out a number of incon- 
sistencies and suggested a different reading of the Sušruta text. His translation 
of valaya as “ornament” in this connection is also hardly correct; valaya prob- 
ably means “circular.” Following Dalhana, it is possible that the interpretation 
is that there are two bones in one cluster (kūrca) in each leg, and the two bones 
form one circular bone (valayasthi) of one gulpha for each leg. If this is accepted, 
much of what Hoernle has said on the point loses its value and becomes hyper- 
critical. There are two gulphas, or one in each leg, according as the constituent 
pieces, or the one whole valayāsthi, is referred to. On my interpretation Susruta 
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3. digits (angulayah in the plural number)’; 4. metacarpal and 
metatarsal bones (ucchlankhau in the dual number, i.e. of the 
hands and feet)?; 5. base (pratisthā)?; 6. the knee-caps (asthivantau 


‘in the dual); 7. the knee-joints (janunoh sandhi)°; 8. the shanks 


(janghe in the dual)®; 9. the pelvic cavity (sront in the dual)”; 
10. the thigh bones (ari in the dual)*; 11. the breast bones 


knew of only two bones as forming the kūrca, and there is no passage in Sušruta 
to show that he knew of more. The os calcis would be the parsui, the astragalus, 
the kūrca-siras, the two malleoli bones and the two gulpha bones. 

1 Both Caraka and Sušruta count sixty of these phalanges (pāņi-pādānguli), 
whereas their actual number is fifty-six only. 

3 Caraka counts these metacarpal and metatarsal bones (pāni-pāda-šalākā) as 
twenty, the actual number. Sušruta collects them under tala, a special term used 
by him. His combined tala-kūrca-gulpha includes all the bones of the hand and 
foot excluding the anguli bones (phalanges). 

3 Caraka uses the term pani-pdada-salakadhisthana, Yajfiavalkya, sthana, and 
Sušruta, kūrca. Caraka seems to count it as one bone. Kūrca means a network 
of (1) flesh (mārnsa), (2) širā, (3) snāyu, (4) bones (mātisa-širā-snāyv-asthi-jālāni). 
All these four kinds of network exist in the two joints of the hands and feet. 

4 Hoernle remarks that in the Atharva-Veda asthīvat and jānu are synony- 
mous; but the text, X. 2. 2, seems clearly to enumerate them separately. The 
asthīvat is probably the patella bone. Caraka uses the terms jdnu and kapālikā, 
probably for the knee-cap (patella) and the elbow pan (kapālikā). Kapālikā 
means a small shallow basin, and this analogy suits the construction of the elbow 
pan. Sušruta uses the term kūrpara (elbow pan), not in the ordinary list of. 
bones in Sarira, v. 19, but at the time of counting the marma in ibid. VI. 25. 

5 This seems to be different from asthīvat (patella). 

* The tibia and the fibula in the leg. Caraka, Bhela, Susruta and Vāgbhata I 
describe this organ rightly as consisting of two bones. The Atharva- Veda justly 
describes the figure made by them as being a fourfold frame having its ends 
closely connected together (catustayam yujyate samhitāntam). The corresponding 
two bones of the fore-arm (aratni)—radius and ulna—are correctly counted by 
Caraka. Curiously enough, Sušruta does not refer to them in the bone-list. The 
bāhu is not enumerated in this connection. 

7 Caraka speaks of two bones in the pelvic cavity, viz. the os innominatum on 
both sides. Modern anatomists think that each os innominatum is composed 
of three different bones: ilium, the upper portion, ischium, the lower part, 
and the pubis, the portion joined to the other innominate bone. The ilium and 
ischium, however, though they are two bones in the body of an infant, become 
fused together as one bone in adult life, and from this point of view the counting 
of ilium and ischium as one bone is justifiable. In addition to these a separate 
bhagāsthi is counted by Caraka. He probably considered (as Hoernle suggests) 
thesacrum and coccyxto be one bone which formed a part of the vertebral column. 
By bhagasthi he probably meant the pubic bone; for Cakrapāņi, commenting 
upon bhagasthi, describes it as“ abhimukham kati-sandhāna-kārakam tiryag-asthi”” 
(the cross bone which binds together the haunch bones in front). Susruta, 
however, counts five bones: four in the guda, bhaga, nitamba and one in the trika. 
Nitamba corresponds to the two sroni-phalaka of Caraka, bhaga to the bhagāsthi, 
or pubic bone, guda to the coccyx and trika to the triangular bone sacrum, 
Sušruta's main difference from Caraka is this, that, while the latter counts the 
sacrum and coccyx as one bone forming part of the vertebral column, the former 
considers them as two bones and as separate from the vertebral column, Vāgbhata 
takes trika,and guda as one bone, but separates it from the vertebral column. 

. 5 Caraka, Suéruta and Vagbhata I count it correctly as one bone in each leg. 
Caraka calls it ūru-nalaka. 
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(uras)!; 12.thewindpipe(grivah in the plural)? ; 13. the breast (stanau 
in the dual)*; 14. the shoulder-blade (kaphodau in the dual)* ; 1 5. the 
shoulder-bones (skandhan in the plural)*; 16. the backbone (prstih 


1 Caraka counts fourteen bones in the breast. Indian anatomists counted 
cartilages as new bones (taruna asthi). There are altogether ten costal cartilages 
on either side of the sternum. But the eighth, ninth and tenth cartilages are 
attached to the seventh. So, if the seventh, eighth, ninth and tenth cartilages 
are considered as a single bone, there are altogether seven bones on either side 
of the sternum. This gives us the total number of fourteen which Caraka counts. 
‘The sternum was not counted by Caraka separately. With him this was the 
result of the continuation of the costal cartilages attached to one another without 
a break. Susruta and Vagbhata I curiously count eight bones in the breast, and 
this can hardly be accounted for. Hoernle’s fancied restoration of the ten of 
Sušruta does not appear to be proved. Yajfiavalkya, however, counts seventeen, 
i.e. adds the sternum and the eighth costal cartilage on either side to Caraka’s 
fourteen bones, which included these three. Hoernle supposes that Yàjia- 
valkya's number was the real reading in Sušruta; but his argument is hardly 
convincing. 

* The windpipe is composed of four parts, viz. larynx, trachea, and two 
bronchi. It is again not a bone, but a cartilage; but it is yet counted as a bone 
by the Indian anatomists, e.g. Caraka calls it “jatru” and Sušruta “ kantha- 
nādī.” Hoernle has successfully shown that the word jatru was used in medical 
books as synonymous with windpipe or neck generally. Hoernle says that 
originally the word denoted cartilaginous portions of the neck and breast (the 
windpipe and the costal cartilages), as we read in the Satapatha-brahmana: 
* tasmād imd ubhayatra paršavo baddhàh kīkasāsu ca jatrusu” (the ribs are 
fastened at either end, exteriorly to the thoracic vertebrae and interiorly to the 
costal cartilages—jatru). In medical works it means the cartilaginous portion 
of the neck, i.e. the windpipe (Caraka), and hence is applied either to the neck 
generally or to the sterno-clavicular articulation at the base of the neck (Susruta). 
It is only as late as the sixth or seventh century A.D. that, owing to a misinter- 
pretation of the anatomical terms sandhi and amsa, it was made to mean clavicle. 
See Hoernle's Studies in the Medicine of Ancient India, p. 168. 

3 “ Parsvayos catur-vimsatih pāršvayos tāvanti caiva sthālakāni tāvanti caiva 
sthālakārbudāni,” i.e. there are twenty-four bones in the pāršva (ribs), twenty- 
four sthdlakas (sockets), and twenty-four sthālakārbudas (tubercles). Sušruta 
speaks of there being thirty-six ribs on either side. A rib consists of a shaft 
and a head; “at the point of junction of these two parts there is a tubercle which 
articulates with the transverse process of corresponding vertebrae, and probably 
this tubercle is arbuda." There are, no doubt, twenty-four ribs. The sthālakas and 
arbudas cannot properly be counted as separate bones; but, even if they are 
counted, the total number ought to be 68 bones, as Hoernle points out, and not 
72, since the two lowest have no tubercles. 

* Kaphoda probably means scapula or shoulder-blade. Caraka uses the 
word amsa-phalaka. Caraka uses two other terms, aksaka (o»llar-bone) and amsa. 
This word amsa seems to be a wrong reading, as Hoernle points out; for in 
reality there are only two bones, the scapula and the collar-bone. But could it 
not mean the acromion process of the scapula? Though Sušruta omits the 
shoulder-blade in the counting of bones in Šārīra, v. (for this term is aksaka- 
samjne), yet he distinctly names amsa-phalaka in Šārīra, vi. 27, and describes 
it as triangular (trika-sambaddhe) ; and this term has been erroneously interpreted 
as grivàyà amsa-dvayasya ca yah samyogas sa trikah by Dalhana. The junction 
of the collar-bone with the neck cannot be called trzka. o J 

5 Caraka counts fifteen bones in the neck. According to modern anatomists 
there are, however, only seven. He probably counted the transverse processes 
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in the plural)!; 17. the collar-bones (amsau in the dual)*; 18. the 
brow (lalata); 19. the central facial bone (kakātikā)?; 20. the pile 
of the jaw (kanu-citya)*; 21. the cranium with temples (kapalam)?. 


and got the number fourteen, to which he added the vertebrae as constituting 
one single bone. 

Sušruta counts nine bones. The seventh bone contains spinous and transverse 
processes and was probably therefore counted by him as three bones, which, 
together with the other six, made the total number nine. 

1 Caraka counts forty-three bones in the vertebral column (prstha-gatasthi), 
while the actual number is only twenty-six. Each bone consists of four parts, 
viz. the body, the spinous process, and the two transverse processes, and Caraka 
counts them all as four bones. Sušruta considers the body and the spinous 
process as one and the two transverse processes as two; thus for the four bones 
of Caraka, Sušruta has three. In Caraka the body and the spinous process of 
the twelve thoracic vertebrae make the number twenty-four; the five lumbar 
vertebrae (body -- spine -- two transverses) make twenty. He adds to this the 
sacrum and the coccyx as one pelvic bone, thus making the number forty-five ; 
with Sugruta we have twelve thoracic vertebrae, six lumbar vertebrae, twelve 
transverses, i.e. thirty bones. The word kīkasa (A.V. 11. 33. 2) means the whole of 
the spinal column, anūkya (A.V. 11. 33. 2) means the thoracic portion of the 
spine, and udara the abdominal portion. 

2 Both Caraka and Sušruta call this aksaka and count it correctly as two 
bones. Cakrapāņi describes it as ** aksa-vivaksakau jatru-sandheh kīlakau” (they 
are called aksaka because they are like two beams—the fastening-pegs of the 
junction of the neck-bones). 

Sušruta further speaks of amsa-pitha (the glenoid cavity into which the head 
of the humerus is inserted) as a samudga (casket) bone. The joint of each of the 
anal bones, the pubic bone and the hip bone (nitamba) is also described by bim 
as a samudga. This is the “acetabulum, or cotyloid cavity, in which the head 
of the femur, is lodged” (Suéruta, Sarira, V. 27, amsa-pitha-guda-bhaga-nitambegu 
samudgāh). a 

3 Lalātais probably the two superciliary ridges at the eye-brow and kakāsikā 
the lower portion, comprising the body of the superior maxillary together with 
the molar and nasal bones. Caraka counts the two molar (ganda-küja), the two 
nasal, and the two superciliary ridges at the eye-brows as forming one continuous 
bone (ekāsthi nāsikā-gaņda-kūta-lalātam). 

4 According to Caraka, the lower jāw only is counted as a separate bone 
(ekam hanv-asthi), and the two attachments are counted as two bones (dve 
hanu-müla-bandhane). Sušruta, however, counts the upper and the lower jaws as 
two bones (hanvor dve). Though actually each of these bones consists of two 
bones, they are so fused together that they may be considered as one, as was 
done by Sugruta. Caraka did not count the upper jaw, so he counted the sockets 
of the teeth (dantolükhala) and the hard palate (tālusaka). Sušruta's counting of 
the upper kanu did not include the palatine process ; so he also counts the tālu 
(ekam tāluni). "^ 

5 Šankha is the term denoting the temples, of which both Caraka and 
Suáruta count two. Cátaka counts four cranial bones (catvāri sirah-kapālāni) and 
Sušruta six (irasi sat). The brain-case consists of eight bones. Of these two are 
inside and hence not open to view from outside. So there are only six bones 
which are externally visible. Of these the temporal bones have already been 
counted as šarikha, thus leaving a remainder of four bones. Sušruta divides the 
frontal, parietal and occipital bones into two halves and considers them as 
separate bones, and he thus gets the number six. Both the frontal and occipital 
are really each composed of two bones, which become fused in later life. — 

"Though'the author has often differed from Dr Hoernle, yet he is highly in- 
debted to his scholarly explanations and criticisms in writing out this particular 
section of this chapter. 
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Organs in the Atharva-Veda and Ayur-veda. 


We have no proofs through which we could assert that the writer 
of the Atharva-Veda verse knew the number of the different bones 
to which he refers ; but it does not seem possible that the references 
made to bones could have been possible without a careful study 
of the human skeleton. Whether this was done by some crude 
forms of dissection or by a study of the skeletons of dead bodies 
in a state of decay is more than can be decided. Many of the organs 
are also mentioned, such as the heart (Ardaya), the lungs (k/oma)", 
the gall-bladder (kaliksņa)*, the kidneys (matsnābhyām)*, the liver 
(yakna), the spleen (plihan), the stomach and the smaller intestine 
(antrebhyah), the rectum and the portion above it (gudabhyah), the 


1 Caraka counts kloma as an organ near the heart, but he does not count 
pupphusa. In another place (Cikitsā, xvii. 34) he speaks of kloma as one of the 
organs connected with hiccough (hrdayam kloma kantham ca tālukam ca samāšritā 
mrdvī sā ksudra-hikveti nrņām sādhyā prakīrtitā). Cakrapāņi describes it as 
pipasd-sthana (seat of thirst). But, whatever that may be, since Caraka considers 
its importance in connection with hiccough, and, since he does not mention 
pupphusa (lungs—Mahd-vyutpatti, 100), kloma must mean with him the one 
organ of the two lungs. Sušruta speaks of pupphusa as being on the left side 
and kloma as being on the right. Since the two lungs vary in size, it is quite 
possible that Sušruta called the left lung pupphusa and the right one kloma. 
Vāgbhata I follows Sušruta. The Atharva-Veda, Caraka, Susruta, Vagbhata 
and other authorities use the word in the singular, but in Brkad-āraņyaka, 1. the 
word kloma is used in the plural number; and Sankara, in commenting on this, 
says that, though it is one organ, it is always used in the plural (nitya-bahu-va- 
canānta). This, however, is evidently erroneous, as all the authorities use the 
word in the singular. His description of it as being located on the left of the 
heart (yakrc ca klomanaé ca hrdayasyādhastād daksinottarau mamsa-khandau, Br. 
I. 1, commentary of Sankara) is against the verdict of Sušruta, who places it on 
the same side of the heart as the liver. The Bhāva-prakāša describes it as the root 
of the veins, where water is borne or secreted. That kloma was an organ which 
formed a member of the system of respiratory organs is further proved by its 
being often associated with the other organs of the neighbourhood, such as the 
throat (kantha) and the root of the palate (tālu-mūla). Thus Caraka says, “ udaka- 
vahānām srotasām tālu-mūlam kloma ca.. . . fikva-talv-ostha-kantha-kloma-sosam 
,.-drstvā” (Vimāna, v. 10). Šārīgadhara, 1. V. 45, however, describes it as a gland 
S M) secretions near the liver (jala-vahi-Sira-miilam trsna-tchadanakam 
tilam). 

2 This word does not occur in the medical literature. Sayana describes it as 
“ etat-samjfiakat tat-sambandhat māmsa-piņda-visegāt”” Ghis, however, is quite 
useless for identification. Weber thinks that it may mean “gall” (Indische 
Studien, 13, 206). Macdonell considers it to be “some particular intestine” 
(Vedic Index, vol. 11, p. 500). , 

3 Sayana paraphrases matsnabhyam as vrkyübhyam. Caraka's reading is 
vukka. Sāyaņa gives an alternative explanation: “ matsnabhyam ubhaya-parsva- 
sambandhabhyam vrkyabhyam tat-samipa-stha-pittadhara-patrabhyam.” If this 
explanation is accepted, then matsnā would mean the two sacs of pitta (bile) near 
the kidneys. The two matsnds in this explanation would probably be the gall 
bladder and the pancreas, which latter, on account of its secretions, was probably 
considered as another pittādkāra. 
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larger intestine (vanisthu, explained by Sayana as sthavirantra), the 
abdomen (udara), the colon (plasi)!, the umbilicus (abhi), the 
marrow (majjabhyah), the veins (snavabhyah) and the arteries 
(dhamanibhyah)?. Thus we see that almost all the important organs 
reported in the later Atreya-Caraka school or the Susruta school 
were known to the composers of the Atharvanic hymns*. 

Bolling raises the point whether the Atharva-Veda people knew 
the difference between the sira and the dhamani, and says, “The 
apparent distinction between veins and arteries in 1. 17. 3 is offset 
by the occurrence of the same words in VII. 35. 2 with the more 
general sense of ‘internal canals’ meaning entrails, vagina, etc.— 
showing how vague were the ideas held with regard to such 
subjects!" But this is not correct; for there is nothing in I. 17. 3 
which suggests a knowledge of the distinction between veins and 
arteries in the modern sense of the terms, such as is not found in 
vit. 35. 2. The sūkta 1. 17 is a charm for stopping the flow of 
blood from an injury or too much hemorrhage of women. 
A handful of street-dust was to be thrown on the injured part 
and the hymn was to be uttered. In 1.17. 1 itis said, “Those hiras 
(veins?) wearing red garment (or the receptacles of blood) of 
woman which are constantly flowing should remain dispirited, like 
daughters without a brother,” Sayana, in explaining the next 
verse, I. 17. 2, says that it is a prayer to dhamanis. This verse runs 
as follows: “Thou (Sāyaņa says ‘thou sirā”) of the lower part, 
remain (i.e. ‘cease from letting out blood,’ as Sayana says), so 
thou of the upper part remain, so thou of the middle part, so thou 


1 Plagiis paraphrased by Sāyaņa as “ bahu-cchidrān mala-pātrāt” (the vessel 
of the excreta with many holes). These holes are probably the orifices of the 
glands inside the colon (mala-pātra). The Satapatha-brahmana, xu. 9. 1. 3 
enumerates all these organs as being sacred to certain gods and sacrificial 
instruments—Ardayam evasyaindrah purodasah, yakrt sāvitrah, klomā varunah, 
matsne evāsyāsvattham ca pātram audumbaram ca pittam naiyagrodham antrāņi 
sthālyah gudā upāšayāni šyena-pātre plīhāsandī nābhiļ kumbho vanisthuh plasih 
sātātynņā tad yat sā bahudha vitrņņā bhavati tasmāt plasir bahudhā vikrttah. 
Vasti, or bladder, is regarded as the place where the urine collects (A.V. 1. 3. 6). 

? Sayana says that,sndva means here the smaller sirās and dhamani the thicker 
ones (the arteries)—sūksmāh sirāķ snava-sabdena ucyante dhamani-sabdena 
sthūlāh (A.N. 11. 33). ni 

3 A.V. x. 9 shows that probably dissection of animals was also practised. 
Most of the organs of a cow are mentioned. Along with the organs of human 
beings mentioned above two other organs are mentigned, viz. the pericardium 
(puritat) and the bronchial tubes (saha-kaņthikā). A.V. X. 9. 15. M 

* Encyclopaedia of Religion and Ethics, “ Diseases and medicine: Vedic.” | 

5 Sayana paraphrases kirā as širā and describes it as a canal (nadi) forcarrying 
blood (rajo-vahana-nadyah), and the epithet * Johita-vāsasah” as either “ wearing 
red garment” or “red,” or “ the receptacle of blood” (rudhirasya nivāsa-bhūtāļ). 
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small, so thou the big dhamani'." In the third verse both the 
hiras and dhamanis are mentioned. “These in the middle were 
formerly (letting out blood) among a hundred dhamanis and 
thousands of hiras (and after that) all the other (nadis) were playing 
with (others which have ceased from letting out blood)*." Hymn 
VII. 35 is for stopping the issue of a woman who is an enemy. The 
third verse says, “I close with a stone the apertures of a hundred 
hiras and a-thousand dhamanis.” Sāyaņa, in explaining this verse, 
says that the Airās are fine nādīs inside the ovary (garbha- 
dhāraņārtham antar-avasthitah sūksmā ya nadyah) and the dhamanis 
the thicker nadis round the ovary for keeping it steady (garbha- 
šayasya avastambhika bahya sthūlā ya nadyah). The only point of 
difference between this verse and those of 1. 17 is that here širās 
are said to be a hundred and dhamanis a thousand, whereas in the 
latter, the dhamanis were said to be a hundred and the širās a 
thousand. But, if Sayana’s interpretation is accepted, the dhamanis 
still appear as the bigger channels and the sirds as the finer ones. 
Nadi seems to have been the general name of channels. But 
nowhere in the Atharva-Veda is there any passage which suggests 
that the distinction between veins and arteries in the modern sense 
of the terms was known at the time. In A.V.1. 3. 6 we hear of two 
nādīs called gavīnyau for carrying the urine from the kidneys to 
the bladder’, The gods of the eight quarters and other gods are 
said to have produced the foetus and, together with the god of de- 
livery (Sūsā), facilitated birth by loosening the bonds of the womb*. 

1 The previous verse referred to sirds as letting out blood, whereas this verse 
refers to dhamanis as performing the same function. Sāyaņa also freely para- 
phrases dhamani as sirà (maht mahatī sthūlatarā dhamanih sirā tisthād it tisthaty 
eva, anena prayogeņa nivrtta-rudhira-srāvā avatisthatām). 

2 Here both the dhamani and the hird are enumerated. Sāyaņa here says 
that dhamanis are the important nàdis in the heart (krdaya-gatānām pradhana- 
nādīnām), and hirds or širās are branch nddis (Siranam šākhā-nādīnām). The 
number of dhamanis, as here given, is a hundred and thus almost agrees with 
the number of nádis in the heart given in the Katha Upanisad, v1. 16 ($atam 
caikā ca hrdayasya nadyah). 

The Prasna Upanisad, 111. 6 also speaks of a hundred nāģīs, of which there 
are thousands of branches. 

3 antrebhyo vinirgatasya mūtrasya mūtrāšaya-prāpti-sādhane pāršva-dvaya- 
sthe nādyau gavīnyau ity ucyete. Sāyaņa's Bhāsya. In 1. 11. 5 two nadis called 
gavīnikā are referred to and are described by Sāyaņa as being the two 
nddis on the two sides of the vagina controlling delivery (gavīnike yoneh 
pāršva-vartinyau nirgamana-pratibandhike nādyau—Sāyaņa). In one passage 
(A.V. 11. 12. 7) eight dhamanis called manya are mentioned, and Sāyaņa says 
that they are near the neck. A nadi called sikatāvatī, on which strangury 
depends, is mentioned in A.V. 1. 17. 4. : 

4 Another goddess of delivery, Süsáni, is also invoked. 
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The term jarāyu is used in the sense of placenta, which is said to 
have no intimate connection with the flesh and marrow, so that 
when it falls down it is eaten by the dogs and the body is in no 
way hurt. A reference is found to a first aid tó delivery in ex- 
panding the sides of the vagina and pressing the two gavīnikā 
nādīs!. The snāvas (tendons) are also mentioned along with dha- 
manis, and Sāyaņa explains them as finer siras (suksmah Sirah 
snāva-šabdena ucyante). The division of dhamanis, širās and snāvas 
thus seems to have been based on their relative fineness: the 
thicker channels (rādīs) were called dhamanis, the finer ones were 
called siras and the still finer ones snāvas. Their general functions 
were considered more or less the same, though these probably 
differed according to the place in the body where they were 
situated and the organs with which they were associated. It 
seems to have been recognized that there was a general flow of 
the liquid elements of the body. This probably corresponds to the 
notion of srotas, as we get itin the Caraka-samhita, and which will 
be dealt with later on. Thus A.V. x. 2. 11 says, "who stored in him 
floods turned in all directions moving diverse and formed to flow 
in rivers, quick (tēvrā), rosy (aruņā), red (Johint), and copper dark 
(tāmra-dhūmrā), running all ways in a man upward and down- 
ward?” This clearly refers to the diverse currents of various liquid 
elements in the body. The semen, again, is conceived as the thread 
of life which is béing spun out? The intimate relation between the 
heart and the brain seems to have been dimly apprehended. Thus 
it is said, “together with his needle hath Atharvan sewn his head 
and heart?." The theory of the vāyus, which we find in all later 
literature, is alluded to, and the prāņa, apana, vyāna and samāna 
are mentioned, It is however difficult to guess what these prana, 
apana, etc. exactly meant. In another passage of the Atharva- 
Veda we hear of nine pranas (nava pranan navabhih sammimite), 
and in another seven pranas are mentioned’. In another passage 


e 

1 vi te bhinadmi vi yonim vi gavīnike. A.V. 1. 11. 5. 

2 Ko asmin reto nyadadhāt tantur ātayatām iti (Who put the semen in him, 
saying, Let the thread of life be spun out? A.V. X. 2. 17). 

3 Mūrdhānam asya samsīvyātharvā hrdayam ca yat (A.V. X. 2. 26). See 
also Griffith’s translations. * 

* Ko asmin pranam avayat ko apānam uyānam u samānam asmin ko deve 'dhi 
šišrāya pūruse (Who has woven prāņa, apāna, vyana and samāna into him and 
which deity is controlling him? A.V. x. 2. 13). 4 

5 Sapta prāņān astau manyas (or majjfias) tāņs te vršcāmi brahmand (A.V. 11. 
12. 7). The Taittiriya-brahmana, 1. 2. 3. 3 refers to seven prāņas, sapta vai 
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we hear of a lotus with nine gates (nava-dvaram) and covered 
with the three guzas!. This is a very familiar word in later 
Sanskrit literature, as referring to the nine doors of the senses, 
and the comparison of the heart with a lotus is also very common. 
But one of the most interesting points about the passage is that 
it seems to be a direct reference to the guņa theory, which re- 
ceived its elaborate exposition at the hands of the later Samkhya 
writers: it is probably the earliest reference to that theory. As 
we have stated above, the real functions of the prana, etc. were 
not properly understood; prāņa was considered as vital power or 
life and it was believed to be beyond injury and fear. It was as 
immortal as the earth and the sky, the day and the night, the sun 
and the moon, the Brāhmaņas and the Ksattriyas, truth and false- 
hood, the past and the future*. A prayer is made to prāņa and 
apāna for protection from death (pramapanau mrtyor mà pātam 
svāhā)?. In A.V. nī. 6. 8 manas and citta are separately mentioned 
and Sāyaņa explains mamas as meaning antahkarana, or inner 
organ, and citta as a particular state of the manas (mano-vrtti- 
visesena), as thought*. Here also the heart is the seat of conscious- 
ness, Thus in a prayer in III. 26. 6 it is said, '* O Mitra and Varuna, 
take away the thinking power (citta) from the heart (hrt) of this 
woman and, making her incapable of judgment, bring her under 
my control5." The ojas with which we are familiar in later medical 
works of Caraka and others is mentioned in A.V. rr. 18, where 


Sirsanyah prāņāh. Again a reference to the seven senses is found in A.V. x. 2. 6: 
kah sapta khani vitatarda šīrsaņi. In A.V. xv. 15. 16. 17 seven kinds of prāņa, 
apāna and vyāna are described. These seem to serve cosmic functions. The 
seven prāņas are agni, āditya, candramah, pavamāna, āpah, pasavah and prajah. 
The seven apānas are paurņamāsī, astakā, amāvāsyā, sraddha, dīksā, yajna and 
daksiņā. The seven kinds of vyāna are bhümi, antariksam, dyauh, naksatrāņi, 
rtavah, ārtavāļ and samvatsarah. 

1 pundarikam nava-dvāram tribhir gunebhir avrtam 

tasmin yad yaksam ātmanvat tad vai Brahma-vido viduh. 
(Those who know Brahman know that being to be the self which resides in the 
lotus flower of nine gates covered by the three gunas. A.V. x. 8. 43.) The nadis 
ida, pingalà and susumņā, which figure so much in the Jgter Tantric works, do 
not appear in the Atharva-Veda, No reference to pranayama appears in the 
Atharva-Veda. 

2 AV. 1I. 15. 

3 Ibid. 11. 16. 1. Prana and apāna are asked in another passage to enter a 
man as bulls enter a cow-shed, Sayana calls prana, apāna “‘ sarīras-dhāraka 
(A.V. 111. 11. 5). They are also asked not to leave the body, but to bear the limbs 
till old age (111. 11. 6). 

* Manas and citta are also separately counted in A.V. ri. 6.8. „ 

* The word cittinah is sometimes used to mean men of the same ways of 
thinking (cittinaļ samāna-citta-yuktāh—Sāyaņa. A.V. nī. 13. 5). 
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Agni is described as being ojas and is asked to give ojas to the 
worshipper!. 


Practice of Medicine in the Atharva-Veda. 


As we have said above, there is evidence to show that even at 
the time of the Atharva-Veda the practice of pure medicine by 
professional medical men had already been going on. Thus the 
verse II. 9. 3, as explained by Sayana, says that there were hundreds 
of medical practitioners (fatam hy asya bhisajah) and thousands of 
herbs (sahasram uta virudhah), but what can be done by these can 
be effected by binding an amulet with the particular charm of this 
verse?, Again (11. 9. 5), the Atharvan who binds the amulet is 
described as the best of all good doctors (subhisaktama). In vi. 68. 2 
Prajāpati, who appears in the Ātreya-Caraka school as the original 
teacher of Āyur-veda and who learnt the science from Brahmā, is 
asked to treat (with medicine) a boy for the attainment of long 
life. In the Kausika-sütra a disease is called lirigī, i.e. that which 
has the symptoms (riga), and medicine (bhaisajya) as that which 
destroys it (upatapa). Dārila remarks that this upatapa-karma 
refers not only to the disease, but also to the symptoms, ie.a 
bhaisajya is that which destroys the disease and its symptoms‘, In 
the Atharva-Veda itself only a few medicines are mentioned, such 
as jangida (xix. 34 and 35), gulgulu (xix. 38), kustha (xix. 39) and 
fata-vàra (XIX. 36), and these are all to be used as amulets for pro- 
tection not only from certain diseases, but also from the witcheraft 
(krtyā) of enemies. The effect of these herbs was of the same 
miraculous nature as that of mere charms or incantations. They 
did not operate in the manner in which the medicines prescribed 

1 Ojo! sy ojo me dah svākā (A.V. 1. xvin. 1). Sayana, in explaining ojah, 
says, “ojah sarira-sthiti-küranam astamo dhātuh.” He quotes a passage as being 
spoken by the teachers (acaryaih): “ ksetrajūasya tad ojas tu kevalasraya isyate 
yathā snehah pradipasya yathābhram asani-tvisah” (Just as the lamp depends on 


the oil and the lightni&g on the clouds so the ojah depends on the kshetra-jna 
(self) alone). > 

x Satam ya bhesajani te sahasram samgatāni ca 

srestham āsrāva-bhesajam vasistham roga-nasanam, dicinal 

(Oh sick person! you may have applied hundreds or thousands of medicin: 
herbs ; but this charm is the best specific for stopping hemor! rhage. A.V. m 45.2.) 
Here also, as in 11. 9. 3, the utterance of the charm is considered to be ES 
efficacious than the application of other herbs and medicines. Water was often 
applied for washing the sores (VI. 57. 2). 

3 Cikitsatu Prajāpatir dīrghāyutvāya caksase (VI. 68. 2). 

* Darila’s comment on the Kaušika-sūtra, 25. 2- 
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in the ordinary medical literature acted, but in a supernatural way. 
In most of the hymns which appear as pure charms the Kausika- 
sütra directs the application of various medicines either internally 
or as amulets. The praise of Atharvan as physician par excellence 
and of the charms as being superior to all other medicines pre- 
scribed by other physicians seems to indicate a period when most 
of these Atharvanic charms were used as a system of treatment 
which was competing with the practice of ordinary physicians with 
the medicinal herbs. The period of the Kausika-sütra was probably 
one when the value of the medicinal herbs was being more and 
more realized and they were being administered along with the 
usual Atharvanic charms. This was probably a stage of recon- 
ciliation between the drug system and the charm system. The 
special hymns dedicated to the praise of certain herbs, such as 
jangida, kustha, etc., show that the ordinary medical virtues of 
herbs were being interpreted on the miraculous lines in which the 
charms operated. On the other hand, the drug school also came 
under the influence of the Atharva-Veda and came to regard it 
as the source of their earliest authority. Even the later medical 
literature could not altogether free itself from a faith in the 
efficacy of charms and in the miraculous powers of medicine 
operating in a supernatural and non-medical manner. Thus 
Caraka, VI. 1. 39 directs that the herbs should be plucked according 
to the proper rites (yatha-vidhi), and Cakrapani explains this by 
saying that the worship of gods and other auspicious rites have to 
be performed (marigala-devatārcanādi-pūrvakam); in VI. 1. 77 à 
compound of herbs is advised, which, along with many other 
virtues, had the power of making a person invisible to all beings 
(adrsyo bhütanam bhavati) ; miraculous powers are ascribed to the 
fruit amalaka (Emblic Myrobalan), such as that, if a man lives 
among cows for a year, drinking nothing but milk, in perfect sense- 
control and continence and meditating the holy gāyatrī verse, 
and if at the end of the year on a proper lunas day in the month 
of Pausa (January), Magha (February), or Phalguna (March), after 
fasting for three days, he should enter an amalaka garden and, 
climbing upon a tree full of big fruits, should hold them and 
repeat (japan) the name of Brahman till the āmalaka attains im- 
mortalizing virtues, then, for that moment, immortality resides in 
the ārnalaka; and, if he should eat those amalakas, then the goddess 
Sri, the incarnation of the Vedas, appears in person to him (svayam 
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casyopatisthanti šrīr vedavākya-rūpiņī, V1. 3. 6). In vt. 1. 8o it is 
said that the rasayana medicines not only procure long life, but, if 
they are taken in accordance with proper rites (yatha-vidhi), a man 
attains the immortal Brahman. Again in VI. 1. 3 the word prayas- 
citta (purificatory penance) is considered to have the same meaning 
as ausadha or bhegaja. The word bhesaja in the Atharva-Veda 
meant a charm or an amulet which could remove diseases and 
their symptoms, and though in later medical literature the 
word is more commonly used to denote herbs and minerals, 
either simple or compounded, the older meaning was not aban- 
doned!. The system of simple herbs or minerals, which existed 
independently of the Atharva-Veda, became thus intimately con- 
nected with the system of charm specifics of the Atharva-Veda; 
whatever antagonism may have before existed between the two 
systems vanished, and Āyur-veda came to be treated as a part of 
the Atharva-Veda?. Prajāpati and Indra, the mythical physicians 
of the Atharva-Veda, came to be regarded in the Atreya-Caraka 
school as the earliest teachers of Ayur-veda’. 

Bloomfield arranges the contents of the Atharva-Veda in 
fourteen classes: 1. Charms to cure diseases and possession by 
demons (bhaisajyani) ; 2. Prayers for long life and health (ayusyant) ; 
3. Imprecations against demons, sorcerers and enemies (abhicari- 


1 The A.V. terms are bhesajam (remedy), bhesajt (the herbs), and bhesajth 
(waters). The term bhaisajya appears only in the Kausika and other sūtras and 
Brahmanas. Bloomfield says that the existence of such charms and practices 
is guaranteed moreover at least as early as the Indo-Iranian (Aryan) period by 
the stems baesaza and baesazya (majithra baesaza and baesazya; haoma baesazya), 
and by the pre-eminent position of water and plants in all prayers for health 
and long life. Adalbert Kuhn has pointed out some interesting and striking re- 
semblances between Teutonic and Vedic medical charms, especially in connection 
with cures for worms and fractures. These may perhaps be mere anthropological 
coincidences, due to the similar mental endowment of the two peoples. But it 
is no less likely that some of these folk-notions had crystallized in prehistoric times, 
and that these parallels reflect the continuation of a crude Indo-European folk- 
lore that had survived among the Teutons and Hindus. See Bloomfield’s The 
Atharva-Veda and Gopatha-Brahmana, p. 58, and Kuhn’s Zeitschrift fir 
vergleichende Sprachforschung, X111. pp. 49—74 and 113-157. | ; 

2 The Atharva- Vida itself speaks (XIX. 34. 7) of herbs which were current in 
ancient times and medicines which were new, and praises the herb jangida as 
being better than them all—na tua pūrva osadhayo na tua taranti yà navàh. 

3 A.V. vi. 68. 2—Cikitsatu prajāpatir dirghayutvaya caksase; ibid. XIX. 35. 1— 
Indrasya nàma grhnanto rsayah jangidam dadan (The ysis gave jangida, uttering 
the name of Indra). This line probably suggested the story in the Caraka-samhitā, 
that Indra first instructed the 7555 in IAU See ibid. x1. viu. 23—yan 
mātalī rathakritam amrtam veda bhesajam tad indro apsu pravesayat tad āpo datta 
bhesajam. The immortalizing medicine which Mātali (the charioteer of Indra) 
bought by selling the chariot was thrown into the waters by Indra, the master of 
the chariot, Rivers, give us back that medicine! 
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kāni and hrtya-pratiharanani); 4. Charms pertaining to women 
(strī-karmāņi); 5. Charms to secure harmony, influence in the 
assembly, and the like (saumanasyani); 6. Charms pertaining to 
royalty (raja-karmani) ; 7. Prayers and imprecations in the interest 
of Brahmins; 8. Charms to secure property and freedom from 
danger (paustikāni); 9. Charms in expiation of sin and defilement 
(prāyascittāni); 10. Cosmogonic and theosophic hymns; 11. Ritual- 
istic and general hymns; 12. The books dealing with individual 
themes (books 13-18); 13. The twentieth book; r4. The kuntāpa 
hymns!; of these we have here to deal briefly with 1, 2, 3, 4 and 9, 
more or less in the order in which they appear in the Atharva-Veda. 
AV. 1. 2 is a charm against fever (jvara), diarrhoea (atīsāra), 
diabetes (atimūtra), glandular sores (nadi-vrana) ; a string made of 
muñja grass is to be tied, the mud from a field or ant-hill is to be 
drunk, clarified butter is to be applied and the holes of the anus 
and penis and the mouth of the sore are to bc aerated with a 
leather bladder and the charm is to be chanted. The disease āsrāva, 
mentioned in this hymn, is explained by Sāyaņa as meaning diabetes 
(mūtrātisāra)?. 1. 3 is a charm against stoppage of urine and stool 
(mütra-purisa-nirodha). Along with a chanting of the hymn the 
patient is to be made to drink either earth from a rat's hole 
(müsika-mrttika), a pūtikā plant, curd, or saw-dust from old wood, 
or he is to ride an elephant or a horse, or to throw an arrow; a fine 
iron needle was to be passed through the urinal canal. This is 
probably the earliest stage of what developed in later times as 
the vasti-kriya?. 1. 7 and 1. 8 are charms for driving away evil 
spirits, yatudhanas and kimīdins, when a man is possessed by them. 
I. 10 is a charm for dropsy (jalodara): a jugful of water con- 
taining grass, etc. is to be sprinkled over the body of the patient. 
1. 11 is a charm for securing easy delivery. 1. 12 is a charm for 
all diseases arising from disturbance of vafa, pitta and šlesman— 
fat, honey and clarified butter or oil have to be drunk. Head- 
disease (sirsakti) and cough (Rasa) are specially,mentioned. 1. 17 


1 Mr Bloomfield's The Atharva-Veda and Gopatha-Brahmana, p. 57. 

2 Bloomfield says that āsrāva means atīsāra or diarrhoea (ibid. p. 59). The 
same physical applications for the same diseases are directed in A.V. nī. 3. 
Asrava denotes any disease which is associated with any kind of diseased ejection. 


imūtra-nādī-vraņādayaļ. 
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is a charm for stopping blood from an injury of the veins or 
arteries or for stopping too much hemorrhage of women. In the 
case of injuries a handful of street-dust is to be thrown on the 
place of injury or a bandage is to be tied with sticky mud}, 1. 22 
is a charm against heart-disease and jaundice—hairs of a red cow 
are to be drunk with water and a piece of a red cow's skin is to 
be tied as an amulet. It is prayed that the red colour of the sun 
and the red cow may come to the patient's body and the yellow 
colour due to jaundice may go to birds of yellow colour. 1. 23, 
which mentions kilāsa or kustha (white leprosy) of the bone, flesh 
and skin and the disease by which hairs are turned grey (palita), 
is a charm against these?. The white parts are to be rubbed with 
an ointment made of cow-dung, bhriga-raja, haridrā indravaruņī 
and nīlikā until they appear red. The black medicines applied 
are asked to turn the white parts black. 1. 25 is a charm against 
takman, or fever—the patient has to be sprinkled with the water 
in which a red-hot iron axe has been immersed. The descrip- 
tion shows that it was of the malarial type; it came with cold 
(Sita) and a burning sensation (foci). Three types of this fever 
are described: that which came the next day (anyedyuh), the 
second day (ubhayedyuh), or the third day (trtīyaka)?. Yt was also 
associated with yellow, probably because it produced jaundice. 
11. 9 and ro are charms against hereditary (ksetrīya) diseases, 
leprosy, dyspepsia, etc. Amulets of arjuna wood, barley, sesamum 
and its flower had also to be tied when the charm was utteredē, 
11. 31 is a charm against various diseases due to worms. The priest, 
when uttering this charm, should hold street-dust in his left hand 
and press it with his right hand and throw it on the patient. 'There 
are visible and invisible worms; some of them are called algandu 


and others salua; they are generated in the intestines, head and 

1 iv, 12 is also a charm for the same purpose. ^ K 

2 vr. 135—137 is also a charm for strengthening the roots of the hair. Kaka- 
māci with bhrnga-raja has to be drunk. 

U Namah šītāya takmane namo rūrāya socise krņomi 

yo anyedyur ubhayedyur abhyeti trtiyakáya namo astu takmane. 

See also A.V. vir. 123. 10, where the third-day fever, fourth-day fever and 
irregular fevers are referred to. ~ Es 

* The word ksetrīya has been irregularly derived in Panini’s rule, v. 2. 92 
(ksetriyac paraksetre cikitsyah). Commentaries like the Kāšika and the Pada- 
mafjari suggest one of its meanings to be “curable in the body of another 
birth” (janmāntara-sarīre cikitsyah), that is, incurable. I, however, prefer the 
meaning “hereditary,” as given by Sāyaņa in his commentary on A.V. 1I. 10. 1, 
as being more fitting and reasonable. 

5 Yaksman is also counted as a hsetriya disease (11. 10. 6). 
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heels; they go about through the body by diverse ways and cannot 
be killed even with various kinds of herbs. They sometimes reside 
in the hills and forests and in herbs and animals, and they enter 
into our system through sores in the body and through various 
kinds of food and drinkt. 11. 33 is a charm for removing yaksman 
from all parts of the body. mt. 7. 1 is a charm for removing all 
hereditary (ksetrīya) diseases; the horn of a deer is to be used as 
an amulet. mi. rr is a charm against phthisis (rāja-yaksman)— 
particularly when it is generated by too much sex-indulgence; the 
patient is to eat rotten fish?. 1v. 4 is a charm for attaining virility— 
the roots of the kapittha tree boiled in milk are to be drunk when 
the charm is uttered. 1v. 6 and 7 are charms against vegetable 
poisoning—the essence of the krmuka tree is to be drunk. v. 4 isa 
charm against fever (takman) and phthisis; the patient is to take the 
herb kustha with butter when the charm is uttered?. v. 11 is a 
charm against fever*. v. 23 is a charm against worms—the patient 
is given the juice of the twenty kinds of roots. vr. 15 is a charm 
for eye-diseases; the patient has to take various kinds of vegetable 
leaves fried in oil, particularly the mustard plant?. vi. 20 is a 
charm against bilious fever (susmino jvarasya); it is said to produce 
a great burning sensation, delirium and jaundice. v1.21 is a charm 
for increasing the hair—the hair is to be sprinkled with a decoction 
of various herbs. vi. 23 is a charm against heart-disease, dropsy 
and jaundice. vi. 25 is a charm for inflammation of the glands 
of the neck (ganda-mala)'. yt. 85 is a charm against consumption 
(rajay-aksman) ; v1. 90 for colic pain (Siila)8; v1. 105 for cough and 

1 11, 31. 5. I have adopted Sayana’s interpretation. 

2 vīr. 78 is also a charm for inflammation of the neck (gaņda-mālā) and 
phthisis (yaksma). 

3 Kustha was believed to be good for the head and the eyes (v. 4. 10). 

4 Gāndhāra Mahāvrsa, Mufijavàn, and particularly Bālhīka (Balkh), were 
regarded as the home of fever; so also the country of Anga and Magadha. It 
was accompanied by cold (sta) and shivering (rūrah). It was often attended with 
cough (kāsa) and consumption (valāsa). It attacked sometimes on the third or 
fourth day, in summer or in autumn.(sarada), or continued all through the year. 

5 This is one of the few cases where a large numbér of roots were com- 
pounded together and used as medicine along with the charms. 

* Some of the other plants are alasālā, silanjala, nīlāgalasālā. 

? Also vir. 78, where apacit appears as a name for the inflammation of the 
neck (gala-gaņda). Three different types of the disease are described. Apacit is 
at first harmless, but when it grows, it continues more to secrete its discharges, 
like boils on the joints. These boils grow on the neck, the back, the thigh-joint 
and the anus. See further v1. 83, where conch-shell is to be rubbed and applied. 
VIII. 83 is also a charm for it. Blood had to be sucked off the inflamed parts 
by a leech or an iguana (grha-godhika). 

5 A piece of iron is to be tied as an amulet. 
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other such diseases due to phlegm (slesma) ; vr. 109 for diseases of 
the rheumatic type (vata-vyadhi!). vi. 127 is a charm for abscess 
(vidradha), phlegmatic diseases (valāsa) and erysipelatous inflam- 
mation (visarpa). Various kinds of visarpa in different parts of the 
body are referred to. Heart-disease and phthisis are also men- 
tioned?, There are said to be a hundred kinds of death (mrtyu) 
(A.V. vur. 5. 7), which are explained by Sayana as meaning 
diseases such as fever, head-disease, etc. Several diseases are men- 
tioned in 1x. 18—first the diseases of the head, sīrsakti, sirsamaya, 
karņa-šūla and visalpaka, by which secretions of bad smell come 
out from the ear and the mouth, then fever proceeding from head 
troubles with shivering and cracking sensations in the limbs. 
Takman, the dreaded autumnal fever, is so described. Then comes 
consumption; then come valasa, kahabaha of the abdomen, diseases 
of kloma, the abdomen, navel and heart, diseases of the spine, the 
ribs, the eyes, the intestines, the visalpa, vidradha, wind-diseases 
(vatikara), alaji and diseases of the leg, knee, pelvis, veins and head. 

Bolling, in his article on diseases and medicine (Vedic) in the 
Encyclopaedia of Religion and Ethics makes the following remark con- 
cerning the theory of the origin of diseases. “To be noted however 
is the fact that the Hindu theory of the constitution of the body 
of three elements, bile, phlegm and wind, does not appear in early 
Atharvan texts. Vati-krta-nasant of v1. 44. 3 cannot be urged as 
proof to the contrary, as it means, not destructive of (diseases) pro- 
duced by the wind in the body (vātī-krta-nāšanī), but destructive 
of that which has been made into wind. Evidently, from its asso- 
ciation with diarrhoea, it refers to wind in the intestines.” This 
does not seem to me to be correct. The phrase which Bolling quotes 
is indeed of doubtful meaning; Sayana takes it as being composed 
of two words, vati (healer by aeration) and krta-nāšanī (destroyer 
of evil deeds which brought about the disease). But, however 
that may be, there are other passages on the subject, which Bolling 
seems to have missed. Thus in 1. 12. 3 diseases are divided into 
three classes, viz. those produced by water, by wind, and those 
which are dry—yo abhraja vataja yas ca šusmah?. The phlegm of 
the later medical writers was also considered watery, and the word 

1 Pippalī is also to be taken along with the utterance of the charm. It is 
regarded as the medicine for all attacked by the diseases of the wind (vātī- 
krtasya bhigajim). It is also said to cure madness (ksiptasya bhesajtm). 


Cipudru is a medicine for valāsa. Cīpudrur abhicaksaņam (V1. 127. 2). 
5 Compare also vātīkārasya (IX. 13. 20). 
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abhraja probably suggests the origin of the theory of phlegm, 
as being one of the upholders and destroyers of the body. The 
word vātaja means, very plainly, diseases produced by wind, and 
the pitta, or bile, which in later medical literature is regarded as 
a form of fire, is very well described here as susma, or dry. Again 
in VI. 109 we have pippali as vātī-krtasya bhesajīm. The context 
shows that the diseases which are referred to as being curable by 
pippali are those which are considered as being produced by wind 
in later literature; for "madness" (ksipta) is mentioned as a 
vātī-krta disease. The word susma comes from the root “sus,” to 
dry up, and in slightly modified forms is used to mean a "drying 
up,” “burning,” “strength,” and “fiery.” In one place at least 
it is used to describe the extremely burning sensation of delirious 
bilious fever, which is said to be burning like fire!. My own 
conclusion therefore is that at least some Atharvanic people had 
thought of a threefold classification of all diseases, viz. those pro- 
duced by wind, those by water, and those by fire, or those which 
are dry and burning. This corresponds to the later classification 
of all diseases as being due to the three dosas, wind (vāyu), phlegm 
(kapha or slesma) and bile (pitta). Apart from the ordinary diseases, 
many were the cases of possession by demons and evil spirits, of 
which we have quite a large number. Some of the prominent ones 
are Yatudhana, Kimidin, Pišāca, Pisaci, Amīvā, Dvayāvin, Raksah, 
Magundi, Alimša, Vatsapa, Palāla, Anupalāla, Sarku, Koka, 
Malimluca, Palījaka, Vavrivāsas, Āsresa, Rksagrīva, Pramīlin, 
Durņāmā, Sunāmā, Kuksila, Kusūla, Kakubha, Srima, Arāya, 
Karuma, Khalaja, Sakadhümaja, Urunda, Matmata, Kumbhamuska, 
Sayaka, Nagnaka, Tangalva, Pavinasa, Gandharva, Brahmagraha, 
etc.” Some of the diseases with their troublous symptoms 
were (poetically) personified, and diseases which often went to- 
gether were described as being related as brothers and sisters. 
Diseases due to worms were well known, in tlie case of both men 

1 vr. 20. 4. For other references where the word sugma occurs in more or 
less modified forms see I. 12. 3, III, 9. 3, IV. 4. 3, IV. 4. 4, V. 2. 4, V. 20. 2, VI. 65. T, 
VI. 73. 2, IX. I. 10, 20, IX. 4. 22, etc. s 

2 See 1. 28. 35, I. 9, II. 14, VIII. 6. The last passage contains a good descrip- 
tion of some of these beings. There were some good spirits which fought with 
evil ones and favoured men, such as Pinga, who preserved the babe at birth and 
chased the amorous Gandharvas as wind chases cloud. viir. 6. 19, 25 says that 
sometimes the higher gods are also found to bring diseases. Thus Takman was 
the son of Varuna (VI. 96. 2) and he produced dropsy (I. ro. 1-4) II. 10. I, 


IV. 16. 7, etc.). Parjanya (rain-god) produced diarrhoea, and Agni produced 
fever, headache and cough. 
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and of cattle. There were also the diseases due to sorcery, which 
played a very important part as an offensive measure in Vedic 
India. Many of the diseases were also known to be hereditary 
(hsetriya). From the names of the diseases mentioned above it 
will be found that most of the diseases noted by Caraka existed 
in the Vedic age. 

The view-point from which the Vedic people looked at diseases 
seems to have always distinguished the different diseases from their 
symptoms. Thus the fever was that which produced shivering, 
cold, burning sensation, and the like, i.e. the diagnosis was mainly 
symptomatic. In addition to the charms and amulets, and the 
herbs which were to be internally taken, water was considered to 
possess great medical and life-giving properties. There are many 
hymns which praise these qualities of water!. The medicinal pro- 
perties of herbs were often regarded as being due to water, which 
formed their essence. Charms for snake poisons and herbs which 
were considered to be their antidotes. were in use. Scanty 
references to diseases and their cures are found sparsely scattered 
in other Rg-Vedic texts and Brāhmaņas. But nothing in these 
appears to indicate any advance on the Atharva-Veda* in medical 
knowledge. Apart from these curatives there were also the already 
mentioned charms, amulets and medicines for securing long 
life and increasing virility, corresponding to the Rasāyana and 
the Vaji-karana chapters of Caraka and other medical works. We 
cannot leave this section without pointing to the fact that, though. 
most diseases and many remedies were known, nothing in the way 
of nidāna, or causes of diseases, is specified. 'The fact that there 
existed a threefold classification of diseases, viz. abhraja, vātaja and 
šusma, should not be interpreted to mean that the Vedic people 
had any knowledge of the disturbance of these elements operating 
as nidānas as they were understood in later medical literature. The 
three important causes of diseases were evil deeds, the sorcery of 
enemies, and possession by evil spirits or the anger of certain gods. 


1 apsu antar amrtam apsu bhesajam (There is immortality and medicine in 
water—t. 4. 4). See also I. 5. 6, 33, 11. 3, III. 7. 5, IV. 33, VI. 24. 92, VI. 24. 2, etc. 

2 For a brief survey of these Rg-Vedic and other texts see Bolling's article 
“Disease and Medicine (Vedic)” in Encyclopaedia of Religion and Ethics. 
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The Foetus and the Subtle Body. 


A human body is regarded by Caraka as a modification of the 
five elements, ether, air, fire, water and earth, and it is also the 
seat of consciousness (cetanā)!. The semen itself is made of the 
four elements, air, fire, water and earth; ether is not a constituent 
of it, but becomes connected with it as soon as it issues forth, 
since ākāša or antariksa (ether) is all-pervading. The semen that 
is ejected and passes into the ovary is constituted of equal parts of 
air, fire, water and earth; the ether becomes mixed with it in the 
ovary; for ākāša itself is omnipresent and has no movement of 
its own?; the semen is the product of six kinds of fluids (rasa). 
But the foetus cannot be produced simply by the union of the 
semen of the father and the blood (fomita) of the mother. Such 
a union can produce the foetus only when the ātman with its 
subtle body, constituted of air, fire, water and earth, and manas 
(mind—the organ involved in all.perception and thought), be- 
comes connected with it by means of its karma. "The four 
elements constituting the subtle body of the ātmax, being the 
general causes of all productions, do not contribute to the essential 
bodily features of the child?. The elements that contribute to 
the general features are, (1) the mother's part—the blood, (2) the 
father's part—the semen, (3) the karma of each individual; the 
part played by the assimilated food-juice of the mother need 
not be counted separately, as it is determined by the karma 
of the individual. The mental traits are determined by the 
state of mind of the individual in its previous birth. Thus, if 
the previous state of life was that of a god, the mind of the child 


1 garbhas tu khalu antariksa vāyv-agni-toya-bhūmi-vikāras cetanādhisthāna- 
bhütah. Caraka, 1v. 4. 6. 

* vāyv-agni-bhūmy-ab-guņa-pādavat tat sadbhyorasebhyah prabhāvas ca tasya. 
Caraka, 1v. 2. 4. ākāšam tu yady-api sukre párica-bhautike 'sti tathāpi na purusa- 
Sarīrān nirgatya garbhāšayam gacchati, kintu bhūta-catustayam eva kriyāvad yāti 
ākāšam tu vyapakam eva tatrāgatena šukreņa sambaddhaw bhavati. Cakrapāņi's 
Āyur-veda-dīpikā, IN. 2.4. Sušruta however considers sukra (semen) as possessing 
the qualities of soma, and ārtava (blood) as possessing the qualities of fire. Hesays, 
however, that particles of the other bhüfas (earth, air and ether, as Dalhana 
enumerates them) are separately associated with them (saumyayt šukram ārtavam 
āgneyam itaresam apy atra bhūtānām sannidhyam asty aņunā visesena parasparo- 
pakārāt parānugrahāt' parasparānupravešāc ca—Sušruta, nl. 3. 1), and they 
mutually co-operate together for the production of the foetus. 

3 yani to atmani sūksmāņi bhūtāni ātivāhika-rūpāņi tani sarva-sadhàranatvena 
avišesa-sādysya-kāraņānīti neha boddhavyani. Cakrapani’s Āyur-veda-dīpikā, 
IV. 2. 23—27. 
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will be pure and vigorous, whereas, if it was that of an animal, 
it will be impure and dull. When a man dies, his soul, together 
with his subtle body, composed of the four elements, air, fire, 
water and earth, in a subtle state and manas, passes invisibly into 
a particular womb on account of its karma, and then, when it 
comes into connection with the combined semen and blood of the 
father and mother, the foetus begins to develop?. The semen and 
blood can, however, operate as causes of the production of the 
body only when they come into connection with the subtle body 
transferred from the previous body of a dying being?. Sušruta 
(111. 1. 16) says that the very subtle eternal conscious principles 
are manifested (abhivyajyate) when the blood and semen are in 
union (parama-sūksmās cetanavantah šāšvatā lohita-retasaļ sanni- 
pātesv abhivyajyante). But later on (111. 3.4) this statement is 
modified in such a way as to agree with Caraka's account; for 
there it is said that the soul comes into contact with the combined 
semen and blood along with its subtle elemental body (bhgtatmana). 
In another passage a somewhat different statement is found 
(Sušruta, 111. 4. 3). Here it is said that the materials of the de- 
veloping foetus are agni, soma, sattva, rajas, tamas, the five senses, 
and the bhūtātmā—all these contribute to the life of the foetus 
and are also called the pranas (life)*. Dalhana, in explaining this, 
says that the agni (fire) spoken of here is the heat-power which 
manifests itself in the fivefold functionings of digestion (pacaka), 
viz. brightening of the skin (bhrajaka), the faculty of vision 


A Tesām visesad balavanti yāni 
bhavanti mātā-pity-karma-jāni 
tani vyavasyet sadršatva-lihgam 
satvam yathānūkam api vyavasyet. 
Caraka, 1v. 2. 27. 
Anūkam prāktanāvyavahitā deha-jātis tena yathānūkam 
iti yo deva-fartrád avyavadhānenāgatya bhavati sa 
deva-satvo bhāvati, etc. Cakrapāņi, IV. 2. 23—27. 
à bhūtais caturbhih sahitah su-sūksmair ` 
mano-javo deham upaiti dehāt 
kermāt-makatvān na tu tasya dršyām 
divyam vind daršanam asti rüpam. Caraka, IV. 2. 3. 

3 yady api sukra-rajast kāraņe, tathāpi yadaivātivāhikam sūksma-bhūta-rūpa- 
ionan prāpnutah, tadaiva te šarīram janayatah, nānyadā. Cakrapāņi, IV. 
2. 30. 

* "This bhūtātmā, i.e. the subtle body together with the soul presiding over 
it, is called by Sušruta karma-purusa. Medical treatment is of this karma-purusa 
and his body (sa esa karma-purusah cikitsadhikrtah—Susruta, III. 1. 16). Sugruta 
(1. 1.21) again says, “ paūca-mahābhūta-šarīri-samavāyah purusa ity ucyate ; tasmin 
kriyā so 'dhisihānam.” (In this science, the term purusa is applied to the unity 
of five elements and the self (farizi), and this is the object of medical treatment.) 
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(ālocaka), coloration of the blood, the intellectual operations and 
the heat operations involved in the formation and work of the 
different constituent elements (dhatu), such as chyle, blood, etc.; 
the soma is the root-power of all watery elements, such as mucus, 
chyle, semen, etc., and of the sense of taste; vāyu represents that 
which operates as the fivefold life-functionings of prāņa, apāna, 
samüna, udana, and vyana. Dalhaņa says further that sattva, rajas 
and amas refer to manas, the mind-organ, which is a product of 
their combined evolution. The five senses contribute to life by 
their cognitive functionings. The first passage seemed to indicate 
that life was manifested as a result of the union of semen and 
blood; the second passage considered the connection of the soul 
with its subtle body (bkūtātmā) necessary for evolving the semen- 
blood into life. The third passage introduces, in addition to these, 
the five senses, sattva, rajas, and tamas, and the place of semen- 
blood is taken up by the three root-powers of agni, and vayu. 
"These three powers are more or less of a hypothetical nature, 
absorbing within them a number of functionings and body-consti- 
tuents. The reason for these three views in the three successive 
chapters cannot be satisfactorily explained, except on the supposi- 
tion that Sušruta's work underwent three different revisions at 
three different times. Vāgbhata the elder says that the moment 
the semen and the blood are united, the life principle (jiva), being 
moved by manas (mano-javena), tainted, as the latter is, with the 
afflictions (lesa) of attachment, etc., comes in touch with it". 
Thedoctrineof a subtle body, as referred to in the medical works, 
may suitably be compared with the Sāmkhya view. Cakrapāņi him- 
self, in explaining Caraka-samhitā, 1v. 2. 36, says that this doctrine 
of a subtle body (ativahika Sarira) is described in the agama, and by 
āgama the Samkhya āgama is to be understood (tena āgamād eva 
sāmkhya-daršana-rūpād ativahika-Sarirat). The Sāmkhya-kārikā 39 
speaks of a subtle body (sūksma deha) and the body inherited from 


1 gate purāņe rajasi nave ’vasthite suddhe garbhasyāšuye marge ca bījātmanā 
suklam avikrtam avikrtena vāyumā freritam anyai$ ca mahā-bhūtair anugatam 
ārtavena abhimūrchitam anvaksam eva rāgādi-kleša-vašānuvartinā sva-karma- 
coditena mano-javenajīvenābhisamsrstamgarbhāšayam upayati. Astanga-samgraha, 
1. 2. Indu, in explaining this, says, *bijatmana garbha-kāraņa-mahā-bhūta- 
svabhāvena.. . .sūksma-svarūpaih manas-sahacaribhis tanmātrākhyair mahā-bhūtair 
anugatam strī-ksetra-prāptyā karma-vašād ārtavena misri bhūtam anvaksam misri- 
bhāva-hīna-kālam eva...mano-javena jivenabhisamsrstam prāpta-samyogam 
garbhāšayam Suklam upayāti”” His further explanations of thc nature of 
applications of the jiva show that he looked up Pataüjali's Yoga-sūtras for the 
details of avidyā, etc., and the other klešas. 
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the parents. The sūksma continues to exist till salvation is attained, 
and at each birth it receives a new body and at each death it leaves 
it. It is constituted of mahat, ahamkara, the eleven senses and the 
five tan-mātras. On account of its association with the buddhi, 
which bears the impress of virtue, vice, and other intellectual 
defects and accomplishments, it becomes itself associated with 
these, just as a cloth obtains fragrance through its connection with 
campak flowers of sweet odour; and hence it suffers successive 
rebirths, till the buddhi becomes dissociated from it by the attain- 
ment of true discriminative knowledge. The necessity of admitting 
a subtle body is said to lie in the fact that the buddhi, with the 
ahamkāra and the senses, cannot exist without a supporting body; 
so in the interval between one death and another birth the buddhi, 
etc. require a supporting body, and the subtle body is this sup- 
port, In the Sāmkhya-pravacana-bhāsya, v. 103, it is said that this 
subtle body is like a little tapering thing no bigger than a thumb, 
and that yet it pervades the whole body, just as a little flame 
pervades a whole room by its rays*. The Vyasa-bhasya, in 
refuting the Sāmkhya view, says that according to it the citta 
(mind), like the rays of a lamp in a jug or in a palace, contracts 
and dilates according as the body that it occupies is bigger or 
smaller’, Vācaspati, in explaining the Yoga view as expounded by 
Vyāsa, says that in the Sāmkhya view the citta is such that it 
cannot, simply by contraction and expansion, leave any body at 
death and occupy another body without intermediate relationship 
with a subtle body (ativahika-sarira). But, if the citta cannot itself 
leave a body and occupy another, how can it connect itself with 
a subtle body at the time of death? If this is to be done through 
another body, and that through another, then we are led to a 
vicious infinite. If itis argued that the citta is connected with such 
a subtle body from beginningless time, then the reply is that such 
a subtle body has never been perceived by anyone (na khalu etad 
adhyaksa-gocaram) ; nor can it be regarded as indispensably neces- 
sary through inference, since the Yoga view can explain the situation 
without the hypothesis of any such body. The citta is all-pervading, 


1 Sāmkhya-tattva-kaumudī, 39, 40, 41. (A 

2 yatha dipasya sarva-grha-vyāpitve "pi kalikā-kāratvam...tathaiva linga- 
dehasya deha-vyāpitve "py angustha-parimanatvam. Samkhya-pravacana-bhasya, 
V. 103. 6 | 

3 ghata-prāsāda-pradīpa-kalpam sankoca-vikāši cittam šarīra-parimāņākāra- 
mātram ity apare pratipannah. Vyāsa-bhāsya on Patafijali's Yoga-sütras, IV. 10. 
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and each soul is associated with a separate cifta. Each citta connects 
itself with a particular body by virtue of the fact that its manifes- 
tations (vrtti) are seen in that body. Thus the manifestations of 
the all-pervading citta of a soul cease to appear in its dying body 
and become operative in a new body that is born. Thus there is 
no necessity of admitting a subtle body (ativahikatvam tasya na 
mrsyamahe)*. 

The Vaisesika also declines to believe in the existence of a 
subtle body, and assigns to it no place in the development of the 
foetus. The development of the foetus is thus described by 
Sridhara in his Nyāya-kandalī*: “After the union of the father’s 
semen and the mother’s blood there is set up in the atoms consti- 
tuting them a change through the heat of the womb, such that their 
old colour, form, etc. become destroyed and new similar qualities 
are produced; and in this way, through the successive formation of 
dyads and triads, the body of the foetus develops; and, when such 
a body is formed, there enters into it the mind (antahkarana), which 
could not have entered in the semen-blood stage, since the mind 
requires a body to support it (na tu sukra-Sonitavasthayam sari- 
rasrayatvan manasah). Small quantities of food-juice of the mother 
go to nourish it. Then, through the unseen power (adrsta), the 
foetus is disintegrated by the heat in the womb into the state of 
atoms, and atoms of new qualities, together with those of the 
food-juice, conglomerate together to form a new body." According 
to this view the subtle body and the mind have nothing to do 
with the formation and development of the foetus. Heat is the 
main agent responsible for all disintegration and re-combination 
involved in the process of the formation of the foetus. 

The Nyaya does not seem to have considered this as an im- 
portant question, and it also denies the existence of a subtle body. 
The soul, according to the Nyaya, is all-pervading, and the Maha- 
bharata passage quoted above, in which Yama draws out the purusa 

1 Vācaspati's Tattva-vaisaradi, IV. 10. Reference is rzade to Mahā-bhārata, 
Mr. 296. 17, angustha-matram purusam niscakarsa yamo balāt. Vācaspati says that 
purusa is not a physical thing and hence it cannot be drawn out of the body. 
Īt must therefore be interpreted in a remote sense as referring to the cessation 
of manifestation of citta in the dying body (ma cāsya niskarsah sambhavati, 
ity aupacāriko vyākhyeyas tathà ca cites cittasya ca tatra taira vrtty-abhāva eva 
niskarsarthah). 

The Sāmkhya-pravacana-bhāsya, v. 103, says that the thumb-like purusa 
referred to in Maha-bharata, 111. 296. 17, which Yama drew from the body of 


Satyavān, has the size of the subtle body (litiga-deha). 
* Nyāya-kandalī, Vizianagram Sanskrit series, 1895, p. 33. 
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of the size of a thumb, has, according to Nyāya, to be explained 
away!. In rebirth it is only the all-pervading soul which becomes 
connected with a particular body (ya eva dehāntara-samgamo 'sya, 
tam eva taj-jfiah-para-lokam āhuh)*. 

Candrakirti gives us an account of the Buddhist view from the 
Sali-stamba-sütra*. The foetus is produced by the combination 
of the six constituents (saņņām dhatünam samavāyāt). That which 
consolidates (samslesa) the body is called earth (prthivi-dhatu); 
that which digests the food and drink of the body is called fire 
(tejo-dhātu); that which produces inhalation and exhalation is called 
air (vāyu-dhātu); that which produces the pores of the body 
(antah-sausiryam) is called ether (@kasa-dhatu); that by which 
knowledge is produced is called the vijgana-dhatu. It is by the 
combination of them all that a body is produced (sarvesam sama- 
vāyāt kāyasyotpattir bhavati). The seed of vijnana produces the 
germ of name and form (nama-rüpankura) by combination with 
many other diverse causes. The foetus is thus produced of itself, 
not by another, nor by both itself and another, nor by god, nor 
by time, nor by nature, nor by one cause, nor by no cause, but 
by the combination of the mother’s and the father’s parts at the 
proper season’, The combination of father’s and mother’s parts 
gives us the five dhatus, which operate together when they are in 
combination with the sixth dhatu, the vijīāna. 

The view that the foetus is the result of the joint effect of the 
six dhatus reminds us of a similar expression in Caraka, IV. 3. Caraka 
gives there a summary of the discussions amongst various sages 
on the subject of the causes of the formation and development of the 
foetus: where there is a union between a man with effective semen 
and a woman with no defect of organ, ovary and blood, if at the 
time of the union of the semen and blood the soul comes in touch 
with it through the mind, then the foetus begins to develop’. When 
it is taken care of by proper nourishment, etc., then at the right time 

1 tasman na hrt-pufidarike yavad-avasthanam atmanah ata eva angustha- 
mātram purusam niscakarsa balād yama iti Vyasa-vacanam evam-param 
avagantavyam (Jayanta’s Nyāya-matījarī, p. 469). 

2 Ibid. p. 473. 

* Madhyamika-vrtti (Bibliotheca Buddhica), pp. 560-61. 

* Ibid. p. 567. " 

5 In the Vaisesika also the all-pervading ētman comes into touch with the 
foetus through the manas; but the difference is this, that here the manas is an 


operative factor causing the development of the foetus, whereas there the manas 
goes to the foetus when through the influence of body-heat it has already de- 


veloped into a body. 
20-2 
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the child is born, and the whole development is due to the com- 
bined effect of all the elements mentioned above (samudayad esam 
bhāvānām). The foetus is born of elements from the mother 
and the father, the self, the proper hygienic care of the parents' 
bodies (satmya) and the food-juice; and there is also operant 
with these the sativa or. manas, which is an intermediate vehicle 
serving to connect the soul with a former body when it leaves 
one (aupapāduka)!. Bharadvāja said that none of these causes can 
be considered as valid; for, in spite of the union of the parents, 
it often happens that they remain childless; the self cannot pro- 
duce the self; for, if it did, did it produce itself after being born 
or without being born? In both cases it is impossible for it to 
produce itself. Moreover, if the self had the power of producing 
itself, it would not have cared to take birth in undesirable 
places and with defective powers, as sometimes happens. Again, 
proper hygienic habits cannot be regarded as the cause; for 
there are many who have these, but have no children, and 
there are many who have not these, but have children. If it 
was due to food-juice, then all people would have got children. 
Again, it is not true that the sativa issuing forth from one body 
connects itself with another; for, if it were so, we should all have 
remembered the events of our past life. So none of the above 
causes can be regarded as valid. To this Ātreya replied that it is 
by the combined effect of all the above elements that a child is 
produced, and not by any one of them separately?. This idea is 
again repeated in IV. 3. 20, where it is said that just as a medical 
room (kūtāgāram vartulakaram grham jaintāka-sveda-pratipāditam 
—Cakrapani) is made up of various kinds of things, or just as a 
chariot is made up of a collection of its various parts, so is the 
foetus made up of the combination of various entities which con- 
tribute to the formation of the embryo and its development (nānā- 
vidhanam garbha-karanam bhāvānām samudayād abhinirvartate)?. 
The idea of such a combined effect of causes, as leading to the 
production of a perfect whole seems to have a peculiar Buddhistic 
ring about it. 

Bharadvāja, in opposing the above statement of Ātreya, asks 
what, if the foetus is the product of a number of combined causes, 


1 Caraka-samhitā, 1V. 3. 3 


2 neti bhagavān Atreyah, sarvebhya ebhyo bhavebhyah samuditet'yo garbho 
*bhinirvartate, Ibid. 1v. 3. 11. 
3 Ibid, v. 3. 20. 
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is the definite order in which they co-operate together to produce 
the various parts (katham ayam sandhīyate)? Again, how is it 
that a child born of a woman is a human child and not that of 
any other animal? If, again, man is born out of man, why is not 
the son of a stupid person stupid, of a blind man blind, and of 
a madman mad? Moreover, if it is argued that the self perceives 
by the eye colours, by the ear sounds, by the smell odours, by 
the organ of taste the different tastes, and feels by the skin the 
different sensations of touch, and for that reason the child does not 
inherit the gualities of the father, then it has to be admitted that 
the soul can have knowledge only when there are senses and is 
devoid of it when there are no senses; in that case the soulis not un- 
changeable, but is liable to change (yatra cattad ubhayam sambhavati 
jfiatvam ajfiatvam ca sa-vikara$ cātmā)!. If the soul perceives the 
objects of sense through the activity of the senses, such as per- 
ceiving and the like, then it cannot know anything when it has 
no senses, and, when it is unconscious, it cannot be the cause of the 
body-movements or of any of its other activities and consequently 
cannot be called the soul, atman. It is therefore simple nonsense 
to say that the soul perceives colours, etc. by its senses. 

'To this Atreya replies that there are four kinds of beings, 
viz. those born from ovaries, eggs, sweat and vegetables. Beings 
in each class exist in an innumerable diversity of forms?. The 
forms that the foetus-producing elements (garbha-karā bhavah) 
assume depend upon the form of the body where they assemble. 
Just as gold, silver, copper, lead, etc. assume the form of any 
mould in which they are poured, so, when the foetus-producing 
elements assemble in a particular body, the foetus takes that par- 
ticular form. But a man is not infected with the defect or disease 
of his father, unless it be so bad or chronic as to have affected his 
semen. Each of our limbs and organs had their germs in the 
semen of the father, and, when the disease or defect of the father 
is so deep-rooted as to have affected (upatapa) the germ part of 
any particular organ in the seed, then the child produced out of 
the semen is born defective in that limb; but, if the defect or 
disease of the father is so superficial that his semen remains 
unaffected, then the disease or defect is not inherited by the son. 
The chia does not owe sense-organs to his parents; he alone is 
responsiBle for the goodness or badness of his sense-organs; for 

1 Caraka-samhitā, 1v. 3. 21. * Ibid. IV. 3. 22, 23. 
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these are born from his own self (atma-janindriyani). The presence 
or absence of the sense-organs is due to his own destiny or the fruits 
of karma (daiva). So there is no definite law that the sons of 
idiots or men with defective senses should necessarily be born 
idiots or be otherwise defective!. The self (Ziman) is conscious only 
when the sense-organs exist. The self is never without the sativa 
or the mind-organ, and through it there is always some kind of 
consciousness in the self?. The self, as the agent, cannot without 
the sense-organs have any knowledge of the external world leading 
to practical work; no practical action for which several accessories 
are required can be performed unless these are present; a potter 
who knows how to make a jug cannot succeed in making it 
unless he has the organs with which to make it*. The fact that 
the self has consciousness even when the senses do not operate 
is well illustrated by our dream-knowledge when the senses lie 
inoperative*. Ātreya further says that, when the senses are com- 
pletely restrained and the mamas, or mind-organ, is also re- 
strained and concentrated in the self, one can have knowledge 
of all things even without the activity of the senses*. The self is 
thus of itself the knower and the agent. 

This view of Caraka, as interpreted by Cakrapāņi, seems to be 
somewhat new. For the self is neither pure intelligence, like the 
purusa of the Sāmkhya-yoga,nor the unity of being, intelligence and 
bliss, like that of the Vedānta. Here the soul is the knower by 
virtue of its constant association with manas. In this, however, we 
are nearer to the Nyàya-Vaisesika view. But in the Nyaya-Vaisesika 
view the soul is not always in contact with manas and is not always 
conscious. The manas in that view is atomic. The view that the 

za Caraka-samhità, IV. 3. 25. 

A Ibid. Iv. 3. 26, na hy-asattvah kadācid ātmā sattva-visesac copalabhyate 
jūāna-visesah. Cakrapāni, in commenting on this, says that our knowledge of the 
external world is due to the operation of the sense-organs in association with 
the mind-organ. If these sense-organs do not exist, we cannot have any know- 
ledge of the external world, but the internal organ of mind is always associated 
with the self: so the knowledge which is due to this mirtd-organ is ever present 
in the self (yat tu kevala-mano-janyam ātma-jitānam, tad bhavaty eva sarvadā). It 
seems that both sattva and manas are used to denote the mind-organ. 

M "The word kārya-jītānam in Caraka-samhitā, 1v. 3. 27, has been explained by 
Cakrapāņi as kārya-pravrtti-janaka-bāhya-visaya-jītānam. The knowledge that 
the self has when it has no sense-organs operating in association with the mind 
has no object (nirvisaya); in other words, this knowledge which the self always 
has is formless. 

: Ibid. 1v. 3.31. > 

ds vināpīndriyaih samādhi-balād eva yasmāt sarvajfio bhavati; tasmāj jfía-sva- 
bhava eva nirindriyo 'py ātmā (Cakrapāņi's Caraka-tatparya-fikd, 1v. 3. 28—29). 
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soul has always a formless consciousness has undoubtedly a 
Vedāntic or Samkhyaic tinge; but the other details evidently 
separate this view from the accepted interpretations of these 
schools. The theory of the soul, however, as here indicated comes 
as a digression and will have to be discussed more adequately later 
on. 

On the subject of the existence of subtle bodies we have already 
quoted the views of different Indian schools of philosophy for the 
purpose of suggesting comparisons or contrasts with the views of 
Caraka. Before concluding this section reference must be made 
to the Vedānta views with regard to the nature of subtle bodies. 

According to the Vedanta, as interpreted by Sankara, the subtle 
body is constituted of five particles of the elements of matter 
(bhūta-sūksmaih), with which are also associated the five vāyus, 
prana, apāna, etc. Those who perform good deeds go to the 
region of the moon, and those who commit sins suffer in the 
kingdom of Yama and then are again born in this world?. Those 
who, as a reward of their good deeds, go to the kingdom of the 
moon and afterwards practically exhaust the whole of their fund 
of virtue and consequently cannot stay there any longer, begin 
their downward journey to this earth. They pass through ākāša, 
air, smoke and cloud and then are showered on the ground with 
the rains and absorbed by the plants and again taken into the 
systems of persons who eat them, and again discharged as semen 
into the wombs of their wives and are reborn again. In the 
kingdom of the moon they had watery bodies (candra-mandale yad 
am-mayam šarīram upabhogartham ārabdham) for the enjoyment 
available in that kingdom; and, when they exhaust their good deeds 
through enjoyment and can no longer hold that body, they get a 
body which is like ākāša and are thus driven by the air and come 
into association with smoke and cloud. At this stage, and even 
when they are absorbed into the body of plants, they neither enjoy 
pleasure nor suffer, pain. A difference must be made between the 
condition of those who are endowed with plant-bodies as a punish- 
ment for their misdeeds and those who pass through the plant- 
bodies merely as stations on their way to rebirth. In the case of 
the former the plant life is a life of enjoyment and sorrow, whereas 
in the case of the latter there is neither enjoyment nor sorrow. 


2 The Bhasya of Sankara on the Brahma-sütra, 11. i. 1—7. 
2 Ibid.nī.i. 13. 
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Even when the plant-bodies are chewed and powdered the souls 
residing in them as stations of passage do not suffer pain; for 
they are only in contact with these plant-bodies (candra-mandala- 
skhalitanam vrīhy adi-samslesa-matram tad-bhavah)*. 

We thus see that it is only the Samkhya and the Vedanta that 
agree to the existence of a subtle body and are thus in accord with 
the view of Caraka, But Caraka is more in agreement with the 
Vedanta in the sense that, while according to the Samkhya it is the 
tan-mātras which constitute the subtle body, it is the fine particles 
of the gross elements of matter that constitute the subtle bodies in 
the case both of the Vedanta and of Caraka. The soul in one atomic 
moment becomes associated successively with ākāša, air, light, 
heat, water, and earth (and not in any other order) at the time 
of its entrance into the womb?. 


Foetal Development?. 


When the different elements of matter in conjunction with the 
subtle body are associated with the self, they have the appearance of 
alittlelump of mucus (kheta-bhüta) with all its limbs undifferentiated 
and undeveloped to such an extent that they may as well be said 


1 Bhāsya of Sankara, mt. i. 25, also 111. i. 22-27. 

2 Caraka-samhita, wv. 4.8. Cakrapāņi, commenting on this, says that there is 
no special reason why the order of acceptance of gross elements should be from 
subtler to grosser; it has to be admitted only on the evidence of the scriptures— 
ayam ca bhūta-grahaņa-krama āgama-siddha eva nātra yuktis tathā-vidhā 
hrdayangamásti. 

3 In the Garbha Upanisad, the date of which is unknown, there is a descrip- 
tion of foetal development. Its main points of interest may thus be summarized: 
the hard parts of the body are earth, the liquid parts are water, that which is 
hot (usa) is heat-light (tejah), that which moves about is vāyu, that which is 
vacuous is ākāša. The body is further said to depend on six tastes (sad-dsraya), 
sweet (madhura), acid (amla), salt (lavana), bitter (tikta), hot (katu) and pungent 
(kasāya), and it is made up of seven dhátus of chyle (rasa), blood (soņita) and 
flesh (mamsa). From the six kinds of rasa comes the fonita, from šoņita comes 
māmsa, from māmsa comes fat (medas), from it the tendons (snāyu), from the 
snāyu bones (asthi), from the bones the marrow (majjā), from the marrow the 
semen (fukra). By the second night after the union of semen and blood the 
foetus is of the form of a round lump called kalala, at the eighth night it is of 
the form of a vesicle called budbuda, after a fortnight ittassumes the form of a 
spheroid, piņda; in two months the head appears, in three months the feet, 
in four months the abdomen, heels and the pelvic portions appear, in the fifth 
month the spine appears, in the sixth month the mouth, nose, eyes and ears 
develop; in the seventh month the foetus becomes endowed with life (jīvena 
samyukto bhavati), in the eighth month it becomes fully developed. By an excess 
of semen over blood a male child is produced, by the excess of blood a female 
child is produced, when the two are equal a hermaphrodite is produced. When 
air somehow enters and divides the semen into two, twins are produged. If the 
minds of the parents are disturbed (vyākulita-mānasaļi), the issue becomes either 
blind or lame or dwarf. In the ninth month, when the foetus is well developed 
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not to exist as to exist. Sušruta remarks that the two main con- 
stituents of the body, semen and blood, are respectively made up 
of the watery element of the moon (saumya) and the fiery element 
(āgneya); the other elements in atomic particles are also associated 
with them, and all these mutually help one another and co-operate 
together for the formation of the body". Sušruta further goes on 
to say that at the union of female and male the heat (tejah) 
generated rouses the vāyu, and through the coming together of 
heat and air the semen is discharged?. Caraka, however, thinks that 
the cause of discharge of semen is joy (karsa)?. The semen is not 
produced from the body, but remains in all parts of the body, and 
it is the joy which causes the discharge and the entrance of the 
semen into the uterus*. Thus he says that, being ejected by the 
self as joy (harsa-bhiitenatmanodiritas cādhisthitas ca), the semen 
constituent or the seed, having come out of the man’s body, be- 
comes combined with the menstrual product (artava) in the uterus 
(garbhāšaya) after it has entrance thereinto through the proper 
channel (ucitena patha). According to Suéruta the ejected semen 
enters into the female organ (yonim abhiprapadyate) and comes into 
association there with the menstrual product*. At that very moment, 
the soul with its subtle body comes into association with it and 
thus becomes associated with the material characteristics of sattva, 


with all its organs, it remembers its previous birth and knows its good and 
bad deeds and repents that, on account of its previous karma, it is suffering the 
pains of the life of a foetus, and resolves that, if it can once come out, it will 
follow the Samkhya-yoga discipline. But as soon as the child is born it comes 
into connection with Vaisnava vāyu and forgets all its previous births and 
resolutions, A body is called šarīra, because three fires reside in it (srayante), 
viz. the kosthagni, daršanāgni and jñānāgni. The kosthāgni digests all kinds of 
food and drink, by the darsandgni forms and colours are perceived, by the 
jiiandgni one performs good and bad deeds. This Upanisad counts the cranial 
bones as being four, the vital spots (marman) as being 107, the joints as 180, the 
tissues (snāyu) as 109, the širās, or veins, as 700, the marrow places as 500, and 
the bones as 300. 

1 Susruta-samhitd, III. 3. 3. ‘ 

2 Ibid. 111. 3. 4, Nirņaya-Sāgara edition, 1915. Dalhana, commenting on this, 
says, “ sukha-laksaņa-cyāyāmajosma-vilīnam vidrutam anilāc cyutam.”” 

5 Caraka-samhitd, IV. 4. 7. 

* Cakrapāņi, commenting on Caraka-samhitd, IV. 4. 7, says that *nāngebhyah 
šukram utpadyate kintu šukra-rūpatayaiva vyajyate,” i.e. the semen is not pro- 
duced from the different parts of the body, but it exists as itis and is only mani- 
fested in a visible form after a particular operation (Sušruta, III. 3. 4). 

5 As Dalhaņa interprets this, the female organ here means the uterus; thus 
Dalhana says, “yones trittyavartavasthita-garbhasayyam pratipadyate,” i.e. the 
semen enters into the third chamber of the female organ, the place of the 
foetus. The uterus is probably considered here as the third chamber, the preceding 
two being probably the vulva and the vagina. 
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rajas and tamas, and godly (deva), demonic (asura), and other 
characteristics. Caraka, referring to the guestion of the association 
Of the soul with the material elements, says that this is due to 
the operation of the soul acting through the mind-organ (sattva- 
karaņa)!. Cakrapani, in commenting on the above passage, says 
that the self (@tman) is inactive; activity is however attributed to 
the soul on account of the operative mind-organ which is asso- 
ciated with it. This, however, seems to be a compromise on the 
part of Cakrapani with the views of the traditional Samkhya 
philosophy, which holds the soul to be absolutely inactive; but the 
text of the Caraka-samhitā does not here say anything on the 
inactivity of the soul; for Caraka describes the soul as active 
(pravartate) as agent (kartr) and as universal performer (visva- 
karman), and the sattva is described here only as an organ of the 
soul (sattva-karana). 

In the first month, the foetus has a jelly-like form '(kalala)*; 
in the second month, the material constituents of the body having 
undergone a chemical change (abhiprapacyamana) due to the action 
of cold, heat and air (Sitosmamilaih), the foetus becomes hard 
(ghana). 1f it is the foetus of a male child, it is spherical (pinda) ; 
if it is of a female child, it is elliptical (pesi); if it is of a herma- 
phrodite, it is like the half of a solid sphere (arbuda)*. In the 
third month five special eminences are seen, as also the slight 
differentiation of limbs. In the fourth month the differentiation 
of the limbs is much more definite and well manifested ; and owing 
to the manifestation of the heart of the foetus the entity of con- 
sciousness becomes also manifested, since the heart is the special 
seat of consciousness; so from the fourth month the foetus mani- 
fests a desire for the objects of the senses. In the fifth month the 
consciousness becomes more awakened; in the sixth intelligence 
begins to develop; in the seventh the division and differentiation of 


1 Sattva-karaņo guņa-grahaņāya pravartate—Caraka-samhitā, Ww. 4. 8. 
Cakrapāņi rightly points out that guna here means material elements which 
possess gualities—guņavanti bkūtāni. The word guna is used in all these passages 
in the sense of material entity or bhūta. Though guna means a quality and 
guņin a substance, yet the view adopted here ignores the difference between 
qualities and substances, and guņa, the ordinary word for quality, stands here 
for substance (guņa-guņinor abhedopacārāt —Cakrapāņi, ibid.). 

? Dalhana explains kalala as singhāna-prakhyam. 

,* On the meanings of the words pes and arbuda there is a difference of 
opinion between Dalhana and Gayi. Thus Gayi says that pes means quadrangular 
(catur-asra) and arbuda means the form of the bud of a silk cotton tree (salmali- 
mukulākāram). 
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limbs become complete; in the eighth, the vital element (ojas) still 
remains unsettled, and so, if a child is born at this time, it becomes 
short-lived?. 

Caraka, in ‘describing the part played by different material 
elements in the formation of the body, says that from the element 
ākāša are formed sound, the organ of hearing, lightness (laghava), 
subtleness of structure (sauksmya) and porosity (vireka) ; from vāyu 
(air) are formed the sensation of touch, the organ of touch, rough- 
ness, power of movement, the disposition of the constituent elements 
(dhātu-vyūhana), and bodily efforts; from fire, vision, the organ of 
vision, digestion, heat, etc.; from water, the sensation of taste and the 
taste-organ, cold, softness, smoothness and watery characteristics ; 
from earth, smell, organ of smell, heaviness, steadiness and hard- 
ness. The parts of the body which are thus formed from different 
material elements grow and develop with the accession of those 
elements from which they have grown?. As the whole world is 
made up of five elements (bhizta), so the human body is also made 
up of five elements*. Caraka maintains that the senses and all 
other limbs of the body which grow before birth make their 
appearance simultaneously in the third month. When, in the third 
month, the sense-organs grow, there grow in the heart feelings and 
desires. In the fourth month the foetus becomes hard, in the fifth 
it gets more flesh and blood, in the sixth there is greater develop- 
ment of strength and colour, in the seventh it becomes complete 
with all its limbs, and in the eighth month there is a constant 
exchange of vital power (ojas) between the mother and the foetus. 
The foetus being not yet perfectly developed, the vital fluid passes 
from the mother to the foetus; but, since the latter cannot retain 
it, it returns to the mother’. Cakrapāņi, commenting on this, 
says that such an exchange is only possible because the foetus 

1 Sufruta-samhità, 111. 3. 30. 

2 Caraka-samhità, IV. 4. 12. 

3 evam ayam loka-sammitah purusah—yavanto hi loke bhava-visesas tàvantah 
puruse, yavantah puruje tāvanto loke (Caraka-samhitā, 1v. 4. 13). In ibid. 1v. 3, 
it is said that the foetus gets its skin, blood, flesh, fat, navel, heart, kloma, spleen, 
liver, kidneys, bladder, colon, stomach, the larger intestines, and the upperand the 
lower rectum from the mother, and its hair, beard, nails, teeth, bones, veins 
and semen from the father; but, however this may be, it is certain that the 
development of all these organs is really due to the assimilation of the five 
elements of matter. So the development of the human foetus is, like the develop- 
ment of all other things in the world, due to the accretion of material elements. 


4 Ibid.qv. 4. 14. J 
5 mātur ojo garbham gacchatīti yad ucyate, tad-garbhauja eva mátr-sambaddham 
san mātroja iti vyapadisyate. Cakrapāņi, IV. 4. 24. 
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blood, pupphusa (lungs) from the froth of blood, and unduka (a 
gland in the colon?) from the dirt of blood (sonita-kitta-prabhava). 
The best parts (prasada) of blood and lymph are acted upon by 
bile, and vāyu works in association therewith; by this process the 
entrails, rectum and bladder are produced; and, when the heating 
process goes on in the abdomen, the tongue is produced, as the 
essence of lymph, blood and flesh. The air, being associated with 
heat, enters the flesh and changes the currents, the muscles (pes?) 
are differentiated, and by the oily part of fat the vāyu produces 
the veins (fira) and tissues (snāyu). From the essential part of 
blood and fat the kidneys (vrkka) are produced, from the essential 
part of flesh, blood, lymph and fat the testicles, and from the 
essence of blood and lymph the heart, which is the centre of the 
dhamanis through which flows the current of life (prana-vaha). 
Underneath the heart on the left side there are the spleen and the 
pupphusa, and on the right side the liver and the Aloma (right 
lung?), and this is particularly the place of consciousness. At the 
time of sleep, when it is covered with slesman having a super- 
abundance of tamas, the heart remains contracted. 

The foetus grows through the chyle of the mother and also 
through the inflation of the body of the foetus by airt. The navel 
of the bodyis the heating centre (jyotih-sthana), and the air, starting 
from here, continues to inflate the body. 

It must be borne in mind that a foetus is the product of several 
causes operating jointly. A defect of any particular limb at birth 
is due to some defect in that part of one or more of the operating 
causes through the influence of which that particular limb was 
produced. The cause of foetal development is not a question 
of organs or limbs which were absolutely non-existent: they 
already existed, in the potential form, in the causes operating 
jointly. The joint causes did not produce something absolutely 
new, but their joint operation helped to actualize all that was 
already inherent in them. Of all the joint causes the self remains 
unchanged in all changes of the body. The changes of pleasure 
and pain or such other characteristics as are considered to be due 
to the soul are really due either to sattva or manas, or to the body”. 
Cakrapani, commenting on this, says that the fact that a soul may 


1 Susruta-samhità, 111. 4. 57. J 
2 nir-vikārah paras tvātmā sarva-bhūtānām nirvitega-sattva-farirayos tu visesad 
visesopalabdhik. Caraka-samhitā, 1v. 4. 34. 


er 


v rr 


Lo xe c 


xni] Growth and Disease 319 


take its birth as this or that animal does not imply that the soul is 
liable to change (paramātma-vikārā na bhavanti); for such a change 
is due to the excessive preponderance of sattva, rajas or tamas, 
which are in reality due to virtue and vice, which in themselves 
are but the characteristics of mind (sattva-rajas-tamah-prabalata- 
rüpa-vikaraja-manojanya-dharmadharma-janyany eva)". 

There are three kinds of morbid elements (dosa) of the body, 
viz. vata, pitta and slesman, and two morbid elements which affect 
the mind (sattva), viz. rajas and tamas. By the disorder of the 
first three the body becomes diseased, and by that of the second 
two the mind becomes affected. These, however, will be dealt with 
more fully later on. 


Growth and Disease. 


The three elements, vāyu, pitta and kapha, are counted both 
as constituents (dhatus) and as dosas, or morbid elements. Dhatus 
are those elements which uphold the body. The body is the con- 
glomeration (samudāya) of the modification of five bhūtas, or 
elements, and it works properly so long as these elements are in 
proper proportions (sama-yoga-vahin) in the body?. The modifica- 
tions of the five elements which co-operate together to uphold 
the body are called dkātus. When one or more of the dhatus 
fall off or exceed the proper quantity (dhatu-vaisamya), one or 
more dhatus may be in excess or deficient either in partial ten- 
dencies or in entirety (akartsnyena prakrtya ca). It has to be 
noted that, as Cakrapāņi explains, not every kind of excess 
or deficiency of dhatus produces dhatu-vaisamya, or disturbance 
of the equilibrium of the dhatus: it is only when such deficiency 
or excess produces affections of the body that it is called 
dhātu-vaisamya. That amount of excess or deficiency which does 
not produce trouble or affection of the body is called the normal 
measure of the dhatus (prākrta-māna)?. It is indeed obvious that 
such a definition of»prakrta-mana and dhatu-vaisamya involves a 
vicious circle, since the normal measure or prakrta-mana of dhatus 
is said to be that which exists when there is no trouble or affection, 
and dhatu-vaisamya is that which exists when there is trouble 


1 Cakrapani’s commentary, Caraka, Iv. 4. 

2 Caraka-samhitā, v.6.4. Cakrapani, in commenting on the word sama-yoga- 
vahin, explajns sama as meaning ucita-pramana (proper quantity). _ 

> etad eva dhātūnām prakrta-manam yad avikāra-kāri, Cakrapāņi's comment 
on Caraka-samhitā, 1v. 6. 4. 
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in the body; the trouble or affection of the body has thus to 
be defined in terms of dhatu-vaisamya. The only escape from 
this charge is that dhatu-vaisamya and disease are synonymous, 
and the prakrta-mana of dhātus is the same as health. When the 
dhatus are in their normal measure, there cannot be any vaisamya, 
except of a local nature, as when, for example, the pitta existing in 
its own proper measure is somehow carried by vāyu to a part 
of the body and there is consequently a local excess. Whatever 
leads to the increase of any particular dhātu automatically leads 
also to the decrease of other dkātus which are opposed to it. Things 
having the same sort of composition as a particular bodily dhatu 
increase it, and things having a different composition decrease it 
(sāmānyam ekatva-karam visesas tu prthakiva-kyt)'. The normal 
health of a man is but another name for his dhatu-samya; a man 
is said to be unhealthy, or to bein a state of dhātu-vaisamya, when 
symptoms of disease (vikāra) are seen. Slight variations of the 
due proportion of dhātu do not entitle us to call them instances of 
dhātu-vaisamya unless there is vikāra or symptoms of it externally 
expressed. The daily course of a healthy man ought to be such 
that the equilibrium of dhatus may be properly maintained. The 
sole aim of Ayur-veda is to advise diet, medicines, and a course of 
behaviour, such that, if they are properly followed, a normally 
healthy person may maintain the balance of his dhatus and a man 
who has lost the equilibrium of his dhatus may regain it. The aim 
of Āyur-veda is thus to advise men how to secure dhātu-sāmya 
(dhātu-sāmya-kriyā coktā tantrasyāsya prayojanam)*. 

If a normally healthy man wishes to keep his health at its 
normal level, he has to take things of different tastes, so that there 
may not be an excess of any particular kind of substance in the 
body. Diseases are caused through the excessive, deficient, and 
wrongful administration of sense-objects, the climatic charac- 
teristics of heat and cold, and the misuse of intelligence*. Thus 
the sight of objects with powerful light, the hearing of loud sounds 
like the roaring of thunder, the smelling of very strong odours, 
too much eating, the touching of too much cold or heat or too 
much bathing or massage are examples of atiyoga, or excessive 
association with sense-objects. Not to see, hear, smell, taste or 

1 Caraka-samhità, 1. 1. 44. 2 Ibid.1.1. 52. 

s kala-buddhindriyarthanam yoyo mithyā na cāti ca 
dvayāšrayāņām vyadhinam tri-vidho (izlasi A 
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touch at all would be ayoga, or deficient association with sense- 
objects. To see objects very near the eye, at a very great distance, 
or to see frightful, hideous, unpleasant and disturbing sights, would 
be examples of the improper use (mithya-yoga) of the visual sense. 
To hear grating and unpleasant sounds would be examples of the 
improper use of the ear; to smell bad and nauseating odours would 
be examples of mithya-yoga of the nose; to eat together different 
kinds of things, which in their combination are so opposed as to 
be unhealthy, is an example of the improper use of the tongue; 
to be exposed to sudden heat and cold are examples of the im- 
proper use of touch'. Similarly, all activities of speech, mind and 
body, when they are performed to an excessive degree, or not 
performed at all, or performed in an undesirable or unhealthy 
manner, are to be considered respectively as examples of atiyoga, 
ayoga and mithya-yoga of the effort of speech, mind and body 
(vāt-manah-šarīra-pravrtti)?. But these are all due to the misuse of 
intelligence (prajfaparadha). When a particular season manifests 
its special characteristics of heat, cold or rains to an excessive 
degree or to a very deficient degree or in a very irregular or 
unnatural manner, we have what are called atiyoga, ayoga and 
mithyā-yoga of time (kala)*. But the misuse of intelligence, or 
prajüaparadha, is at the root of all excessive, deficient or wrongful 
association with sense-objects*; for, when proper things are not 
taken at the proper time or proper things are not done at the 
proper time, it is all misuse of intelligence and is therefore included 
under prajiaparadha. When certain sinful deeds are performed by 
prajnaparadha, and, by the sins (adharma) associated with those 
deeds, which become efficient only after a certain lapse of time, 
illness is produced, the real cause of the illness is primarily 
adharma or its root cause, prajitāparādha; kala, or time, however, 
may still be regarded in some sense as the cause through which 
the adharma is matured and becomes productive. 

The principle cf growth and decay is involved in the maxim 


1 Caraka-samhitā, 1. 11. 37. $ 

Z Ibid. 1. 11. 39, 40. Cakrapāņi says that this includes sinful deeds which 
produce illness and unhappiness, šārīra-mānasika-vācanika-karma-nithyā-yo- 
genaivā-dharmotpādāvāntara-uyāpāreņaivādharma-janyānām vikārāņām kriya- 
mānatvāt. 

3 Three seasons only are mentioned, Sttosma-varsa-laksanah punar heman- 
ta-grigma-vgrsáh. Ibid. 1. 11. 42. V 

* Thus Cakrapāņi, commenting on this, says, ' buddhy-aparadhasyaiva indri- 
yārthātiyogādi-hetutvāt.”” Ibid.1. 1.53. 
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that the different constituents of the body grow when articles 
of food having similar constituents are taken, and that they 
decay when articles of food having opposite gualities are taken 
(evam eva sarva-dhātu-guņānām sāmānya-yogād vrddhir vipar- 
yayadd hrāsah)!. Thus, flesh increases by the intake of flesh, so 
does blood by taking blood, fat by fat, bones by cartilages, marrow 
by marrow,semen by semen and a foetus by eggs*. But the prin- 
ciple applies not only to the same kind of substances as taken in 
the above example, but also to substances having largely similar 
qualities, just as the seminal fluid may be increased by taking milk 
and butter (samana-guna-bhüyisthanam anyaprakrtinam apy-āhāra- 
vikaranam upayogah)?. The ordinary conditions of growth always 
hold good, namely, proper age of growth, nature, proper diet and 
absence of those circumstances that retard growth. The assimila- 
tion of food is effected by heat which digests, air which collects 
together all things for the action of heat, water which softens, fat 
which makes the food smooth, and time which helps the process 
of digestion’. As any particular food is digested and changed, it 
becomes assimilated into the body. The hard parts of the food 
form the hard parts of the body and the liquid parts form the 
liquid parts such as blood and the like; and unhealthy food, i.e. 
food which has qualities opposed to the natural qualities of the 
body, has a disintegrating influence on the body. 

As regards the growth of the body through the essence of the 
food-juice, there are two different views summed up by Cakrapani 
(1. 28. 3). Some say that the chyle is transformed into blood, and 
the blood into flesh, and so forth. As regards the method of this 
transformation, some say that, just as the whole milk is changed 
into curd, so the whole chyle is transformed into blood, while 
others say that this transformation is somewhat like the circula- 
tion in irrigation (kedarī-kulyā-nyāya). Therasa (chyle) produced as 
a result of the digestive process, coming into association with rasa 
as the body-constituent (dhatu-rüpa-rasa), increases it to a certain 
extent; another part of the rasa, having the same colour and smell 
as blood, goes to blood and increases it, and another part similarly 
goes to flesh and increases it; and the same process takes place 
with reference to its increasing fat, etc. Here the whole circula- 


1 Caraka-samhita, 1. 1. 43 and 44, also 1v 6. 9 and particularly 1V. 6. 10. 
2 Jbid.1v. 6. 10, Cakrapàni explains ama-garbha as anda. 
3 bid. vv. 6. 11. 4 Ibid. 1v. 6. 14 and 15. 


xi] Growth and Disease 323 


tion begins by the entrance of the entire chyle into the constituent 
rasa (rasa-dhatu) ; in passing through some part remains in the rasa 
and increases it, the unabsorbed part passes into blood, and what 
is unabsorbed there passes into flesh and so on to the other higher 
constituents of bones, marrow and sement. But others think that, 
just as in a farm-house pigeons of different descriptions sit together 
(khale kapota-nyāya), so not all the digested food-juice passes 
through the channel of the rasa-dhatu, but different parts of it pass 
through different channels from the very first stage. That part of 
it which nourishes rasa enters into the channel of its circulation, 
that part of it which nourishes the blood goes directly into that, 
and so on. But there is generally this time limitation, that the part 
which nourishes the blood enters into it only when the part which 
nourishes rasa-dhatu has been absorbed in it; so again the part 
which enters into flesh can only do so when the part which 
' nourishes blood has been absorbed in it. Thus the circulatory 
| system is different from the very beginning; and yet the nourish- 
ment of blood takes place later than that of rasa, the nourishment 
of flesh later than that of blood, and so on (rasad raktam tato 
māmsam ityader ayam arthah yad rasa-pusti-kālād uttara-kalam 
raktam jayate, etc.). The upholders of the last view maintain that 
the other theory cannot properly explain how a nourishing diet 
(vrsya), such as milk, can immediately increase the seminal fluid, 
and that, if it had to follow the lengthy process of passing through 
all the circulatory systems, it could not do its part so quickly; but 
on the second theory, milk through its special quality (prabhava) 
can be immediately associated with the seminal fluid and there- 
by increase it?. But Cakrapāņi remarks that the earlier theory 
(kedārī-kulyā) is as good as the later one. For on that view 
also it might be held that by milk its special quality (prabhava) 

1 There are two kinds of rasa, called dhátu-rasa and posaka-rasa. See 
Cakrapāņi's comment on Garaka-samhita, vi. 15. 14 and 15. R 

2 parindma-pakse, vrgya-prayogasya raktādi-rūpāpatti-krameņāticireņa sukram 
bhavatīti; ksirádayas catadya evavrsyā drsyante, khale-kapota-pakse tuvrsyotpanno 
rasah prabhāvāc chighram eva sukrena sambaddhah san tat-pustim karotīti yuktam 
(Cakrapāņi on Caraka-samhitā, 1. 28. 3). Elsewhere (ibid. v1. 15. 32) it is said 
that those articles of food which stimulate semen (v7sya) are, according to some 
authorities, changed into semen in six days and nights, whereas in the ordinary 
course, as is said in Susruta, it takes a month for the transformation of ordinary 
lā articles of food into semen. But Caraka does not favour any time limitation 
and urges that, just as the movement of a wheel depends upon the energy spent 
On it, so thg time that a particular food takes for getting itself transformed into 
semen or into any other dhātu depends upon the nature of the food and the 
powers of digestion. 3 

21-2 
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passed guickly through the various stages and became associated 
with the seminal fluid. Nor can it be said that according to the 
first theory every case of impurity of rasa (rasa-dusti) is also a 
case of impurity of blood (rakta-dusti), as is argued; for not the 
whole of rasa is transformed into blood, but only a part of it. So 
the rasa part may be impure, but still the part that goes to form 
blood may be pure; thus both theories are egually strong, and 
nothing can be said in favour of either. In Caraka-samhitā, v1. 15. 
14 and 15, it is said that from rasa there is rakta (blood), from 
rakta flesh, from flesh fat, from fat bones, from bones marrow, 
from marrow semen. The two theories above referred to deal with 
the supposed ways in which such transformations occur. 

In addition to the seven dhatus, or body-constituents, spoken 
of above there are ten upa-dhatus, which are counted by Bhoja as 
$irà, snāyu, ovarial blood and the seven layers of skint. Caraka 
says in VI. 15. 15 that from rasa is also produced milk, and from 
milk ovarial blood; again, the thick tissues or ligaments (kaņdarā) 
and siras are produced from blood, and from flesh are produced fat 
(vasa) and the six layers of skin, and from fat (medas) are produced 
the five tissues. The chyle, or rasa, becomes tinged with red by the 
heat of bile. The blood, again, being worked upon by vāyu and 
heat, becomes steady and white, and is called fat (medas). 'The 
bones are a conglomeration of earth, heat and air and therefore, 
though produced from flesh and fat, are hard. 'They are made 
porous by vāyu running through them, and the pores are filled in 
by fat, which is called marrow. From the oily parts of marrow, 
again, semen is produced. Just as water percolates through the 
pores of a new earthen jug, the semen percolates through the pores 
of the bones, and there is also a flow of this seminal fluid through 
the body by way of its own ducts. By the rousing of desires and sex 
joy and by the heat of the sex act the semen oozes out and collects 
in the testes, from which it is ultimately dei through its 
proper channel*. 


* Cakrapāņi on Caraka-samhitā, V1. 15. 14 and 15, a quotation from Bhoja. 
Ojas is counted as an upa-dhātu. 
2 Garaka-samhitā, VI. 15. 22-29. 
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Vayu, Pitta and Kapha. 


The qualities of the body are briefly of two kinds, those which 
make the system foul, the mala, and those which sustain and 
purify the body, the prasada. Thus in the pores of the body are 
formed many undesirable bodily growths which seek egress; some 
constituents of the body, such as blood, are often turned into pus; 
the vāyu (air), pitta (bile) and kapha (phlegm or lymph) may 
become less or more than their normal measure (prakupita), and 
there are other entities which, existing in the body, tend to weaken 

` or destroy it; these are all called malas. Others which go towards 
the sustenance and the growth of the body are called prasāda!. 

But vāyu, pitta and kapha are primarily responsible for all kinds 
of morbidities of the body, and they are therefore called dosa. It 
must, however, be noted that the vāyu, pitta and kapha and all 
other malas, so long as they remain in their proper measure 
(svamana), do not pollute or weaken the body or produce diseases. 
So even malas like vāyu, pitta and kapha, or sweat, urine, etc., are 
called dhatus, or body-constituents, so long as they do not ex- 
ceed their proper measure, and thus instead of weakening the body 
they serve to sustain it. Both the mala-dhatus and the prasāda- 
dhātus in their proper measure co-operate together in sustaining 
the body*. When various kinds of healthy food and drink are 
exposed in the stomach to the internal fire of the digestive organs, 
they become digested by heat. The essential part of the digested 
food is the chyle (rasa), and the impurities which are left out and 
cannot be assimilated into the body as its constituents are called 
kitta or mala. From this kitta are produced sweat, urine, excreta, 
vāyu, pitta, slesman and the dirt of ear, eye, nose, mouth and of 
the holes of the hairs of the body, the hair, beard, hair of the 
body, nails, etc.? The impurity of food is excreta and urine, that 
of rasa is phlegm (kapha), that of flesh bile (pitta) and that of fat 
(medas) sweat*. This view of vāyu, pitta and kapha seems to 
indicate that these are secretions, waste-products (kitta), like 
the other waste-products of the body. But the theory of waste- 
products is that, when they are in their proper measure, they serve 
to sustain the body and perform important functions, but, when 


1 Caraka-samhitā, 1v. 6. 17. 
1 evamqrasa-malau sva-pramāņāvasthitav āšrayasya sama-dhātor dhātu-sām- 
yam anuvartayatah (ibid. 1. 28. 3). 
Ibid. 1. 28. 3. 4 Ibid. v1. 15. 30. 
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they exceed the proper limit or become less than their proper 
measure, they pollute the body and may ultimately break it. But 
of all waste-products vayu, pitta and kapha are regarded as being 
fundamentally the most important entities, and they sustain the 
work of the body by their mutual co-operation in proper measure, 
and destroy it by the disturbance of balance due to the rise or fall 
of one, two or all three of them. 

As has already been said, the body is composed of certain 
constituents, such as rasa and rakta. The food and drink which we 
take go to nourish the different dhatus. Notall the food and drink 
that we take, however, can be absorbed into the system, and conse- 
quently certain waste-products are left!. The question arises, what 
is it that sustains the system or breaks it? It has already been 
noticed that the due proportion of the dhātus is what constitutes 
the health of the body. This due proportion, however, must, as is 
easy to see, depend on the proper absorption of food and drink in 
such a way that each of the dhatus may have its due share and 
that only, neither less nor more. It is also necessary that there 
should be a due functioning of the causes of waste or accretion, 
working in a manner conducive to the preservation of the proper 
proportion of the constituents with reference to themselves and 
the entire system. Deficiency or excess of waste-products is there- 
fore an invariable concomitant of all disturbances of the balance 
of dhatus, and hence the deficiency or excess of waste-products 
is regarded as the cause of all dhatu-vaisamya. So long as the 
waste-products are not in deficiency or excess, they are the agents 
which constitute the main working of the system and may them- 
selves be therefore regarded as dhatus. It is when there is excess 
or deficiency of one or more of them that they oppose in various 
ways the general process of that working of the system and are 
to be regarded as dosas or polluting agents. There are various 
waste-products of the body; but of all these vāyu, pitta and kapha 
are regarded as the three most important, being at the root of 
all growth and decay of the body, its health and disease. Thus 

u Sārngadhara (1v. 5) counts seven visible waste-products which are different 
from the three malas referred to here as vāyu, pitta and kapha. These are (1) the 
watery secretions from tongue, eyes and cheeks, (2) the colouring pitta, (3) the 

Of ears, tongue, teeth, armpits and penis, (4) the nails, (5) the dirt of the 
eyes, (6) the glossy appearance of the face, (7) the eruptions which come out in 
youth, and beards. Rādhamalla, in commenting on this, refers to Caraka-samhitā, 


VI. 15. 29-30, in support of the above passage of Sarngadhara. Most of the malas 
are chidra-malas, or impurities of the openings. 
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Atreya says in answer to Kapyavaca's remarks in the learned dis- 
cussions of the assembly of the sages, “In one sense you have 
all spoken correctly; but none of your judgments are absolutely 
true. Just as it is necessary that religious duties (dharma), wealth 
(artha) and desires (kama) should all be equally attended to, or 
just as the three seasons of winter, summer and rains all go in 
a definite order, so all the three, vata, pitta and slesman or kapha, 
when they are in their natural state of equilibrium, contribute to 
the efficiency of all the sense-organs, the strength, colour and 
health of the body, and endow a man with long life. But, when 
they are disturbed, they produce opposite results and ultimately 
break the whole balance of the system and destroy itt.” There is 
one important point to which the notice of the reader should par- 
ticularly be drawn. I have sometimes translated mala as “polluting 
agents or impurities" and sometimes as ‘‘waste-products,” and 
naturally this may cause confusion. The term mala has reference 
to the production of diseases?. Kitfa means waste-products or 
secretions, and these may be called mala when they are in such 
proportions as to cause diseases. When, however, a mala is in such 
proportions that it does not produce any disease, it is not a mala 
proper but a mala-dhatu (nirbādha-karān malādīn prasamde samcaks- 
mahe)?. In another passage of Caraka (1. 28. 3), which has been 
referred to above, it is said that out of the digested food and drink 
there are produced rasa and kitta (secretion) called mala (tatrahara- 
prasādākhya-rasah kittam ca malakhyam abhinirvartate), and out of 
this kita is produced sweat, urine, excreta, vayu, pitta and šlesman. 
These malas are also dhatus, inasmuch as they sustain the body as 
much as the other dhatus, rasa or rakta, etc. do, so long as they 
are in their proper proportions and balance (te sarva eva dhatavo 
malakhyah prasadakhyas ca)*. Vagbhata, however, takes a different 
view of this subject. He separates the dosa, dhatu and mala and 
speaks of them as being the roots of the body. Thus he says that 
vayu sustains the body, contributing energy (utsaha), exhalation 
(ucchvāsa), inspiration (nikšvāsa), mental and bodily movement 
(cesta), ejective forces (vega-pravartana) ; pitta helps the body by 


1 Caraka-samhitā, 1. 12. 13. ki 

* tatra mala-bhūtās te ye šarīrasya badhakarah syuh. Caraka-samhitā, IV. 6. Hv 

3 Cakrapāņi on Caraka-samhitā. Compare Sarngadhara, 1v. 8: vāyuļ pittam 
kapho dosā dhātavas ca malā matah, i.e. vāyu, pitta and kapha are known as dosa, 
dhátu and gnala. if 

4 Also evam rasa-malau sva-pramanavasthitav āšrayasya sama-dhator dhatu- 
sāūmyam anuvartayatah (Caraka-samhitā, 1. 28. 3). 
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digestive function, heat, the function of sight, imagination (medha), 
power of understanding (dhi), courage (Saurya), softness of the 
body; and slesman, by steadiness, smoothness, by serving to unite 
the joints, etc. The functions of the seven dhatus, beginning with 
rasa, are said to be the giving of satisfaction through the proper 
functioning of the senses (prīņana or rasa), the contribution of 
vitality (jivana), the production of oiliness (sneha), the supporting 
of the burden (dharana) of the bones (asthi), the filling up of bone 
cavities (Parana or majjā) and productivity (garbhotpada of sukra) ; 
of males it is said that the excreta has the power of holding the 
body, while urine ejects the surplus water and sweat holds it back!. 
The elder Vagbhata distinguishes the dhatus from vāyu, pitta and 
kapha by calling the latter dosa (polluting agents) and the former 
düsya (the constituents which are polluted). He further definitely 
denies that the malas of dhatus could be the cause of disease. He 
thus tries to explain away this view (that of Caraka as referred to 
above) as being aupacārika, i.e. a metaphorical statement?. The 
body, according to him, is a joint product of dosa, dhātu and 
mala?. Indu, the commentator on the Astāriga-samgraha, however, 
emphasizes one important characteristic of the dosas when he says 
that the dynamic which sets the dhatus in motion (dosebhya eva 
dhātūnām pravrttih) is derived from the dosas, and the circulation 
chemical activities, oiliness, hardness, etc. of the chyle (rasa) are 
derived from them*. Owing to the predominance of one or other 
of the dosas from the earliest period, when the foetus begins to 
develop, the child is said to possess the special features of one 
or other of the dosas and is accordingly called vāta-prakrti, pitta- 
prakrti or slesma-prakrti. Vāgbhata further says that disease is not 
dhātu-vaisamya, but dosa-vaisamya, and the equilibrium of dosas or 
dosa-sāmya is health. A disease, on this view, is the disturbance 
of dosas, and, as dogas are entities independent of the dhatus, 
the disturbance of dosas may not necessarily mean the dis- 
turbance of dhātus?. In another passage the elder Vagbhata says 


1 Astanga-hrdaya, 1. 11. 1-5. 
z tajjan ity-upacāreņa tàn āhur ghrta-dāhavat 
rasādisthesu dosesu vyādhayas sambhavanti ye. 
1 Astānga-samgraha, 1. 1. 
Indu, the commentator on the Astārtga-samgraha, puts it as fariram ca dosa- 

dhátu-mala-samudayah (1. 1). 

4 tathà ca dhatu-posaya rasasya vahana-pāka-sneha-kāthinyādi dosa- 
prasāda-labhyam eva (ibid.). " 

E Ayur-veda is closely associated with the Sāmkhya and Nyaya-Vaisesika, 
which alone deal with some sort of physics in Indian philosophy. Itis pointed 


| 
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that, as the manifold universe is nothing but a modification of the 
guņas, so all diseases are but modifications of the three dosas, or, 
as in the ocean waves, billows and foam are seen which are in 
reality the same as the ocean, so all the different diseases are 
nothing but the three dosas!. The elder Vagbhata uses also in 
another place the simile of the three guņas with reference to the 
three dosas. Thus he says, “ As the three gunas co-operate together 
for the production of the world in all its diversity, in spite of the 
mutual opposition that exists among themselves, so the three dosas 
also co-operate together, in spite of natural opposition, for the pro- 
duction of the diverse diseases?." In the treatment of the bone 
system the present writer agrees with Dr Hoernle that Vagbhata 
always attempted to bring about a reconciliation between Caraka 
and Suéruta by explaining away the unadjustable views of one or 
the other. Here also the same tendency is seen. Thus, on the one 
hand, he explained away as being metaphorical (aupacārikī) the 
expressed views of Caraka that the dhatu-malas are the dosas. On 
the other hand, he followed the statements of the Uttara-tantra 
that the three dosas, the dhatus, excreta and urine sustain a man's 
body. He further follows the Uttara-tantra in holding that the three 
dosas are the three guņas (bhinnā dosās trayo gunah). Dalhana 
identifies vāyu with rajas, pitta with sattva and kapha with tamas?. 

In the Sūtra-sthāna Susruta mentions blood (sonita) as having 
the same status as vāyu, pitta and kapha and holds that the body 


out by Narasimha Kaviraja (a writer from the south) in his Vivarana-siddhànta- 
cintāmaņi (the only manuscript of which is in possession of the present writer) 
that according to Sāmkhya it is the dosa transforming itself from a state of 
equilibrium to a state of unbalanced preponderance of any of them that is 
to be called a disease (vaisamya-samydvastha-bhinnavastha-visesavad dosatvam 
rogatvam). The Naiyāyikas, however, hold that disease is a separate entity or 
substance, which is produced by dosa, but which is not itself a dosa (dravyatve 
sati dosa-bhinna-dosa-janyatvam rogatvam). So a disease is different from its 
symptoms or effects. Narasimha further holds that, since Caraka speaks of 
diseases as being fiery (āgneya) and aerial (vāyavya), he tacitly accepts the 
diseases as separate substances. That Caraka sometimes describes a disease 
as being dhātu-vaisamya is to be explained as due to the fact that, since 
dhātu-vaisamyas produse diseases, they are themselves also called diseases in a 
remote sense (yat tu Carakena dhatu-vaisamyasya rogatvam uktam tat tesam tathā- 
vidha-duhkha-kartrtvād aupacārikam. Vivaraņa-siddhānta-cintāmaņi, MS. p. 3). 

1 Astānga-samgraha, 1. 22. 

a ārambhakam virodhe "pi mitho yad yad guna-trayam —— 

visvasya drstam yugapad vyādher doga-trayam tathā (ibid. 1. 21). 

3 rajo-bhuyistho marutah, rajo hi pravartakam sarva-bhāvānām pittam sattvot- 
katam laghu-prakāšakatvāt,rajo-yuktam và ity eke kaphas tamo-bahulah, guru-prā- 
varaņātmakatvād ity ahur bhisajah. Yady evam tat katham kapha-prakrtike pumsi 
sattva-gunBbapannatà pathità, ucyate, guna-dvitayam api kaphe jfiatavyam sattva- 
tamo-bahulā àpa (Dalhana on Sušruta, Uttara-tantra, 66. 9). 
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depends on food and drink as well as on the various combinations 
of vayu, pitta, kapha and Sonita in health and disease. Dalhana, in 
commenting on this, says that, Susruta’s work being principally a 
treatise on surgery, its author holds that blood with all its impurities 
plays an important part in producing disturbances in all wounds!. 
Susruta further speaks of vata, pitta and slegman as the causes of 
the formation of the body (deha-sambhava-hetavah). The vata, pitta 
and kapha, situated in the lower, middle and upper parts of the 
body, are like three pillars which support the body, and blood also 
co-operates with them in the same work, Dalhana remarks that 
vata, pitta and kapha are concomitant causes, working in co- 
operation with semen and blood?. Sušruta further derives vata 
from the root vā, to move, pitta from tap, to heat, and s/esman 
from sls, to connect together. The Sūtra-sthāna of Suáruta com- 
pares kapha, pitta and vayu with the moon (soma), the sun 
(sūrya) and air (anila) but not-with the three gunas, as is found 
in the supplementary book, called the Uttara-tantra. In discussing 
the nature of pitta, he says that pitta is the fire in the body and 
there is no other fire buf pitta in the body. Pitta has all the 
qualities of fire, and so, when it diminishes, articles of food with 
fiery qualities serve to increase it, and, when it increases, articles 
of food with cooling properties serve to diminish it. Pitta, according 
to Susruta, is situated between the stomach (ēmāsaya) and the 
smaller intestines (pakvasaya), and it cooks all food and drink and 
separates the chyle on the one hand, and the excreta, urine, etc. 
on the other. Being situated in the above place, between the 
stomach and the smaller intestines (tatra-stham eva), by its own 
power (atma-saktya) it works in other pitta centres of the body 
and by its heating work (agni-karma) sets up the proper activities 
at those places. In its function of cooking it is called pacaka, in 
its function in the liver and spleen, as supplying the colouring 
matter of blood, it is called “colouring” (rafjaka), in its function 
in the heart it serves intellectual purposes (sadhaka), in its function 
in the eyes it is called “ perceiving,” or Jocaka, in its function of 
giving a glossy appearance to the skin it is called bhrājaka. It is 
hot, liguid and blue or yellow, possesses bad smell, and after 

* etad dhi šalya-tantram, šalya-tantre ca vranch pradhāna-bhūtah vraņe ca 
dūsyesu madhye raktasya prādhānyam iti Sonitopadanam (ibid.). Susruta also uses 
the word dosa to mean pus (pitya) (1. 5. 12). 


$ Sušruta, 1. 21. 3 and 4. Dalhana, commenting on this, writes : “ sukrārtavādi 
sahakāritayā deha-janakā abhipretah.” 
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passing through unhealthy digestive actions tastes sour. Coming 
to flegman, Sušruta says that the stomach is its natural place; 
being watery, it flows downwards and neutralizes the bile-heat, 
which otherwise would have destroyed the whole body by its ex- 
cessive heat. Being in amasaya, it works in the other centres of 
slesman, such as the heart, the tongue, the throat, the head 
and in all the joints of the body. The place of vāyu is the pelvic 
regions and the rectum (sroni-guda-samsraya) ; the main place of the 
blood, which is counted as dosa by Susruta, is regarded as being the 
liver and the spleen!. I have noticed above, that in the Atharva- 
Veda mention is found of three kinds of diseases, the airy (vātaja), 
the dry (fusma) and the wet (abhraja)?. In the Caraka-samhita 
vata, pitta and kapha are regarded as being produced from kiffa, 
or secretions. They are thus regarded here as being of the nature 
of internal waste-products of unassimilated food-juice at the 
different stages of its assimilation, as chyle, flesh, etc., which have 
important physiologicai functions to perform for the preservation 
of the process of the growth of the body, when they are in due 
proportions, and they break up the body when they are in undue 
proportions. What exactly kižta means is difficult to determine. It 
may mean merely the part of the food-juice unassimilated as chyle, 
or the part of it unassimilated as blood, and so forth; or it may 
mean such unassimilated products, together with the secretions 
from the respective dhatus, which absorb the substantial part 
of the food-juice and throw off some of its impurities into the 
unabsorbed material; this at least is what kifta ought to mean, 
if it is interpreted as dhatu-mala, or impurities of dhatus. These 
secretions and waste-products form the source of most of the con- 
structive and destructive forces of the body. The watery character 
of kapha and the fiery character of pitta are not ignored; but their 
essence or substance is considered to be secretive, or of the nature 
of waste-product. Sušruta, however, does not seem to refer to 
this secretive aspegt, but he seems to have grasped the essential 
physiological activity of the body as being of the nature of digestive 
operation and the distribution of the heat and the products of 
digestion; and the analogy of cooking, as requiring fire, water and 
air, seems to have been well before his mind. Sušruta also seems to 


z E E 1. 11, 8-16. 2 S 
2 Ye abhraja vātajā yas ca šusmo (Atharva-Veda, 1. 12. 3); again, agner ivāsya 
dahata eti susminah (ibid. v1. 20. 4). 
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have leant more towards the view of the physiological operations 
of the body as being due to elemental activities, the food-juice 
taking the place of earth and the other three principles being fire 
(pitta), water (Slesman) and air (vata). The reason why the prin- 
ciples of the body are here regarded as being transformations 
of fire, water and air is not explained by Suéruta. The supple- 
mentary Uttara-tantra, however, thinks that they are the three 
gunas. Vagbhata, always fond of taking a middle course in his 
endeavour to reconcile the different attempts to grasp the prin- 
ciples under discussion, holds that they are comparable to the 
three gunas, because, though opposed to one another, they also 
co-operate together; and, because diseases are but modifications of 
the dosas, he further thinks that dosas, dhatus and dhatu-malas 
are quite different entities; but he is unable to give any definite 
idea as to what these dosas are. The person who seems to have 
had the most definite conception of the dosas was Caraka. In the 
Uttara-tantra and by Vāgbhata the Sāmkhya analogy of the gunas 
seems to have had a very distracting influence, and, instead of 
trying to find out the true physiological position of the dosas, these 
writers explain away the difficulty by a vague reference to the 
Samkhya gunas. 

Let us now return to Caraka. By him vayu is described as 
being dry (ruksa), cold (sita), light (laghu), subtle (sūksma), moving 
(cala), scattering everything else in different directions (višada) and 
rough (khara)!. It is neutralized in the body by those things which 
have opposite qualities. In the healthy constructive process the 
vāyu is said to perform physiological functions as follows: it 
sustains the machinery of the body (tantra-yantra-dharah), it mani- 
fests itself as prana, udāna, samāna and apana and is the generator 
of diverse kinds of efforts; it is the force which controls (niyanta) 
the mind from all undesirables and directs (praneta) it to all that 
is desirable, is the cause of the employment of the sense-organs, 
is the carrier of the stimulation of sense-objects, collects together 

= Caraka-samhitā,1.1.58. Cakrapāņi,in commenting on this,says that, though 
vāyu is described as neither hot nor cold according to the Vaisesika philosophy, 
Yet, since it is found to increase by cold and decrease by heat, it is regarded 
as cold. Of course, when connected with pitta it is found to be hot, but that is 
on account of its association with the heat of pitta (yoga-vāhitvāt). In the 
Vata-kala-kaliya chapter (1. 12. 4), six qualities of vata are mentioned; sūksma is 
not mentioned, however, and, in place of cala, dāruņa is mentioned. Cakrapāņi 


says that daruna means the same as cala. In the same chapter (1. 12. 7) vāyu 
is qualified as susira-kara, i.e. that which makes holes. 
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the dhatus of the body, harmonizes the functions of the body 
as one whole, is the mover of speech, is the cause of touch and 
sounds, as also of the corresponding sense-organs, the root of joy 
and mental energy, the air for the digestive fire, the healer of 
morbidities, the ejecter of extraneous dirts, the operating agent for 
all kinds of circulation, the framer of the shape of the foetus, and 
is, in short, identical with the continuity of life (āyuso 'nuvrtti- 
pratyaya-bhüta). When it is in undue proportions, it brings about 
all sorts of troubles, weakens the strength, colour, happiness and 
life, makes the mind sad, weakens the functions of the sense-organs, 
causes malformations of the foetus, produces diseases and all 
emotions of fear, grief, delirium, etc., and arrests the functions of 
the pranas. 

It is interesting to note how Vāyorvida describes the cosmic 
functions of air as the upholding of the earth, causing the burning 
of fire, the uniform motion of the planets and stars, the production 
of clouds, the showering of rains, the flow of rivers, the shaping of 
flowers and fruits, the shooting out of plants, the formation of the 
seasons, the formation of the strata of minerals, the production of 
the power of seeds to produce shoots, the growing up of crops, etc.! 
In the same discussion Mārīci considers fire to be contained in the 
pitta and productive of all good and bad qualities, digestion and 
indigestion, vision and blindness, courage and fear, anger, joy, 
ignorance, etc., according as it is in equilibrium or is disturbed. 
Kāpya maintains that soma, contained in slesman, produces all. 
good and bad qualities, such as firmness and looseness of the 
body, fatness, leanness, energy and idleness, virility and impotence, 
knowledge and ignorance, etc.? 

"These discussions seem to indicate that before Atreya's treatise 
was written attempts were made to explain the physiological func- 
tions of the body in health and disease by referring them to the 
operation of one operative principle. The Chandogya Upanisad — 
speaks of earth, water and fire as being world-principles of con- 
struction: the different vāyus were known as early as the Atharva- 
Veda, and vayu is regarded in many of the Upanisads as the prin- 
ciple of life. It seems fairly certain that the theory of vata, pitia 
and kapha is a later development of the view which regarded air 
(pavana), fire (dahana) and water (toya) as the fundamental con- 
stitutive Principles of the body. Thus Susruta refers to this view 


1 Caraka-saņhitā, 1. 12. 8. 2 [bid. 1. 12. 11 and 12. 
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in 111. 4. 80: Some say that the constitution (prakrti) of the human 
body is elemental (bhautiki), the three constitutive elements being 
air, fire and watert.” The advance of the medical schools of thought 
over these speculations and over others which consider the body 
to be a product of one bhata or of many bhütas is to be sought 
in this, that, besides allowing the material causes (upādāna) of 
the body to be the dhatus, they emphasized the necessity of ad- 
mitting one or more inherent dynamic principles for the develop- 
ment and decay of the body. This explains how vata, pitta and 
kapha are regarded both as dhatu and as dosa, as prakrti and as 
vikrti. Thus Caraka says, as has already been mentioned, that 
from the time of the formation of the foetus the vata, pitta and 
kapha are working, but in more or less diverse ways and in diverse 
systems, with equal vayu, pitta, mala and kapha (sama-pittānila- 
kapha) or different degrees of predominance of them as vātala, 
pittala and Slesmala*. Men of the slesmala type are generally 
healthy, whereas vātala and pittala persons are always of indifferent 
health. Later on, when there is a disease with the predominance 
of that dosa which is predominant in man’s constitution from his 
birth, the newly collected dosa produces morbidity on the lines on 
which the predominating dosaof his constitution is working ; but this 
newly collected dosa does not augment the corresponding original 
dosa. The original dosa is never increased, and, whatever may be 
the predominance of a dosa due to any disease, the constitutional 
condition of the dosas remains the same. Thus a vāta-prakrti 
person does not become Slesma-prakrti or pitta-prakrti, and vice- 
versa. The dosas which are constitutional always remain as the 
prakrtim iha narāņām bhautikim kecid ahuh 
pavana-dahana-toyaih kīrtitās tās tu tisrah. 
Sušruta, 111. 4. 80. 

* Caraka refers to a view that there are none who may be regarded as 
sama-vāta-pitta-šlesman (or having equal vata, pitta and šlesman). Since all men 
take various kinds of diet (visamaharopayogitvat), they must be either vāta- 
brakrti, pitta-prakrti, or slesma-prakrti. Against this Caraka says that sama-vāta- 
Pitta-šlesman is the same thing as health or freedom frém disease (aroga). All 
medicines are applied for attaining this end, and there cannot be any doubt 
that such a state exists. Again, the terms vāta-prakrti, pitta-prakrti and slesma- 
prakrti are incorrect; for prakrti means health. What they mean by vāta-prakrti is 
that vāta is quantitatively predominant (adhikya-bhavat sā dosa-prakrtir ucyate), 
and quantitative predominance is the same as vikāra; so the proper terms are 
vātala, pittala, etc. When a vātala person takes things which increase vāta, his 
vata Increases at once; but when he takes things which increase pitta or slesman, 
these do not increase in him as rapidly as vāta does. So in the case, of a pittala 


Person pitta increases rapidly when articles which increase pitta are taken, and 
so with regard to slesman (Caraka-samhitā, 111. 6. 14—18). 
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constant part engaged in their physiological operations. The later 
accretion of the dosas or their deficiency has a separate course of 
action in producing diseases, and there is no interchange between 
these later collections of dosas or their deficiency and the con- 
stitutional constant parts of the dosas known as prakrti!. The only 
sense (as Cakrapāņi says) in which a dosa is related to a consti- 
tutional (prakrti) dosa is that a dosa grows strong in a system in 
which a corresponding dosa is constitutionally predominant, and it 
grows weaker when the opposite is the case. It is not out of place 
in this connection to say that, though the dosas are mutually op- 
posed to one another, they do not always neutralize one another, 
and it is possible for them to grow simultaneously violent in a 
system. In the six seasons of rains (varsā), autumn (Sarat), late 
autumn (hemanta), winter (Sita), spring (vasanta) and summer 
(grisma) there is an alternate collection (caya), disturbance (prakopa) 
and lowering down (prasama) of the three dosas, pitta, slesman 
and vāyu respectively. Thus, for example, in the rains (varsā) 
there is collection of pitta, in the autumn (Sarat) there is dis- 
turbance of pitta, in the harvesting season (hemanta) there is 
lowering of pitta and collection of slesman, in the summer 
there is collection of vafa, and so forth?. Contrasting the 
functions of the dosas in the normal (prakrti) and abnormal 
(vikrti) states, Caraka says that in the normal state the heat of 

1 Ibid.1.7. 38-41. The passage prakrti-stham yada pittam márutah šlesmaņah 
ksaye (1. 17. 45) is often referred to in support of the view that the new accretions 
of dosas affect the prakrti-dosas. But Cakrapāņi explains it differently. He says 
that a disease may be caused by a dosa which is not in excess of the constant 
constitutional quantity (prakrti-mdna) by virtue of the fact that it may be carried 
from one part of the body to another and thereby may produce a local accretion 
or excess, though the total quantity of dosa may not be in excess. 

2 samanam hi prakrtim prapya dosah pravrddha-balo -bhavati, asamānām tu 
prāpya tathā balavan na syāt (Cakrapani on Caraka-samhitā, 1. 17. 62). 

3 Ibid.1.17.112. See also Cakrapani’s comments on these. Dalhana, in com- 
menting on Susruta-samhitā, 1. 21. 18, says that saricaya of dosas means aggre- 
gation or accumulation in general (dehe 'tirupāvrddhis cayah); prakopa of dosas 
means that the accumulated dosas are spread through the system (vilayana-riipa 
vrddhih prakopah). Thé external signs of the caya of vata are fullness of the 
stomach and want of motions; of pitta yellowish appearance and reduction of heat 
(mandosnata) ; of kapha heaviness of the limbs and feeling of laziness. In all cases 
of caya there is a feeling of aversion to causes which increase the particular dosa 
of which there has been caya (caya-kāraņa-vidvesas ca). The stage of caya is the 
first stage of operation in the growth and prevention of diseases. If the dosas 
can be removed or neutralized at this stage, there is no further disease. The 
usual indication of the disturbance (prakopa) of vāyu is disorders of the stomach; 
of pitta, acidity, thirst and burning; of kapka, aversion to food, palpitation 
(hrdayotkleda), etc. The prakopa of blood (fonita) is always due to the prakopa 
of vāta, pitta or kapha. This is the second stage of the progress of diseases. The 
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pitta occasions digestion; slesman is strength and vitality, and 
vayu is the source of all activities and the life of all living beings; 
but in the abnormal state pitta produces many diseases; slesman 
is the dirt of the system and the cause of many troubles, and vata 
also produces many diseases and ultimately death. The places 
(sthānāni) at which the affections of vata, pitta and kapha are 
mostly found are thus described by Caraka: of vāta the bladder, 
rectum, waist and the bones of the leg, but the smaller intestine 
(pakvasaya) is its particular place of affection; of pitta sweat, 
blood and the stomach, of which the last is the most important; of 
slesman the chest, head, neck, the joints, stomach and fat, of which 
the chest is the most important. There are eighty affections of 
vata, forty of pitta and twenty of s/esman!. But in each of these 
various affections of vata, pitta and slesman the special features 
and characteristics of the corresponding dosas are found. ‘Thus 
Caraka in I. 20. 12-23 describes certain symptoms as leading to 
a diagnosis of the disease as being due to the disturbance of vata, 
pitta or kapha. But a question may arise as to what may con- 
sistently with this view be considered to be the nature of vāyu, pitta 
and kapha. Ate they only hypothetical entities, standing as symbols 
of a number of symptoms without any real existence? In such 
an interpretation reality would belong to the symptoms, and 
the agents of morbidity, or the dosas, would only be convenient 
symbols for collecting certain groups of these symptoms under 
one name. Wherever there is one particular set of symptoms, it is 
to be considered that there is disturbance of vāyu; wherever there 
is another set of symptoms, there is disturbance of pitta, and so 
third stage is called prasāra. At this stage there is something like a fermentation 
of the dosas (paryusita-kinvodaka-pista-samavaya iva). This is moved about by 
vāyu, which though inanimate, is the cause of all motor activities. When a 
large quantity of water accumulates at any place, it breaks the embankment and 
flows down and joins on its way with other streams and flows on all sides; so 
the dosas also flow, sometimes alone, sometimes two conjointly, and sometimes 
all together. In the whole body, in the half of it, or in whatever part the fer- 
mented dosas spread, there the symptoms of diseases “are showered down, as 
it were, like water from the clouds (doso vikāram nabhasi meghavat tatra varsati). 
When one dosa, e.g. vāyu, spreads itself in the natural place of another dosa, 
e.g. pitta, the remedy of the latter will remove the former (vāyoļ pitta-sthána- 
gatasya pittavat pratīkārah). The difference between prakopa and prasāra is 
thus described by Dalhana: just as when butter is first stirred up, it moves @ 
little ; this slight movement is like prakopa; but, when it is continuously and 
violently stirred to flow out, in froths and foams, it may then be called prasāra 
(Susruta-samhitā, 1. 21. 18-32). The fourth stage is when the pīvva-rūpa is 


seen, and the fifth stage is the stage of rapa or vyadhi (disease) (ibid. 38, 39). 
1 Caraka-samhitā, 1. 20. 11. B 


— 
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forth. But there are serious objections against such an inter- 
pretation. For, as we have shown above, there are many passages 
where these dosas are described as secretions and waste-products, 
which in their normal proportions sustain and build the body 
and in undue proportions produce diseases and may ultimately 
break up the system. These passages could not be satisfactorily 
explained upon the above interpretation. Moreover, there are 
many passages which describe pitta and kapha as entities having 
a particular colour and material consistency, and it is also said that 
there are particular places in the body where they collect, and 
this would be impossible upon the interpretation that they are 
not real entities, but hypothetical, having only a methodological 
value as being no more than convenient symbols for a collective 
grasp of different symptoms!. 

The attribution of a certain number of specific qualities to the 
dosas is due to a belief that the qualities of effects are due to the 
qualities of causes. So, from the diverse qualities of our bodies 
considered as effects, the causes were also considered as having 
those qualities from which those of the effects were derived. Thus, 
in connection with the description of the qualities of vata, Caraka 
says that on account of the qualities of rauksya the bodies of those 
having congenital vāta tendency are rough, lean and small, and 


1 The secretory character of these dosas'is amply indicated by such passages 
as those which regard vāta, pitta and slesman as requiring some space in the 
stomach for digesting the food materials, e.g. ekam punar vata-pitta-slesmanam 
(ibid. 111. 2. 3); slesma hi snigdha-slaksna-mydu-madhura-sara-sandra-manda- 
stimita-guru-Sita-vijjalacchah (slesman is smooth, pleasing, soft, sweet, substantial, 
compact, inert, benumbed, heavy, cold, moist and transparent—3ibid. 111. 8. 14. 
7- 5); pittam usnam tiksnam dravam visram amlam katukam ca (pitta is hot, sharp 
and liquid, and possesses bad odour, and is acid and pungent and bitter—ibid. 
III. 8, 14. 7.6); vātas tu rūksa-laghu-cala-bahu-sīghra-šīta-parusa-visadah (vata is 
push, light, moving, manifold, quick; cold, coarse and scattering—ibid. nī. 

+14.7.7). 

It must, however, be noted that the translation I have given of some of these 
words cannot be regarded as satisfactory; for in the translation I could only give 
one sense of a word, which in the original Sanskrit has been used in a variety of 
senses which the word has. Thus, for example, I have translated rūkga as ' rough." 
But it also means “slim,” “lean,” “having insomnia," or (of a voice) “broken,” 
and so forth. There is no English synonym which would have so many senses. 
Mahāmahopādhyāya Kaviraj Gaņanātha Sen, of Calcutta, tries to divide the 
dogas into two classes, invisible (sūksma) and visible (sthūla)—Siddhānta-nidāna, 
pp. 9-11. But though such a distinction can doubtless be made, it has not been 
so distinguished in the medical literature, as it is of little value from the medical 
point of view; it also does not help us to understand the real nature of the dosas. 
The nature and the functions of the dosas do not depend in the least on their 
visibility or" invisibility, nor can the visible dosa be regarded as always the 
product of the invisible one. 


DI 22 


338 Speculations in the Medical Schools [cH. 


the voices of such people are rough, weak, grating, slow and 
broken, and they cannot sleep well (jāgarūka); again, on account 
of the quality of lightness of vāyu, the movements of a man with 
congenital vata tendency would be light and quick, and so would 
be all his efforts, eating, speech, and so forth. It is easy to see 
that the resemblance of the qualities of vāyu to the qualities of 
the body is remote ; yet, since the special features and characteristics 
of one's body were considered as being due to one or the other of 
the body-building agents, these characteristics of the body were 
through remote similarity referred to them. 

'There is another point to be noted in connection with the 
enumeration of the qualities of the dosas. The disturbance of a dosa 
does not necessarily mean that all its qualities have been exhibited 
in full strength; it is possible that one or more of the qualities of a 
dosa may run to excess, leaving others intact. Thus vāyu is said to 
possess the qualities of rūksa, laghu, cala, bahu, sighra, sita, etc., 
and it is possible that in any particular case the sita quality may 
run to excess, leaving others undisturbed, or so may sita and rūksa, 
or Sita, rüksa and laghu, and so forth. Hence it is the business of 
the physician not only to discover which dosa has run to excess, 
but also to examine which qualities of which dosa have run to 
excess. 'The qualities of dosas are variable, i.e. it is possible that a 
dosa in its state of disturbance will remain a dosa, and yet have 
some of its qualities increased and others decreased. The nature of 
the disturbance of a dosa is determined by the nature of the dis- 
turbance of the qualities involved (amsamsa-vikalpa)'. The natural 
inference from such a theory is that, since the entities having 
this or that quality are but component parts of a dosa, a dosa 
cannot be regarded as a whole homogeneous in all its parts. On 
this view a dosa appears to be a particular kind of secretion which 
is a mixture of a number of different secretions having different 
qualities, but which operate together on the same lines. When a 
particular dosa is in a healthy order, its component entities are in 
certain definite proportions both with regard to themselves and to 

1 Caraka-samhità, 11. 1. 10. 4, Cakrapāņi, in commenting on this, says : “ tatra 
dosāņāmamšāmša-vikalpo yatha—vate prakiipite’pi kadācid vātasya sttamso balavān 
bhavati, kadàcil laghv-amsah, kadācid rūksāmšah kadācil laghu-rūksāmšah.” The 
dosa or dosas which become prominently disturbed in a system are called 
anubandhya, and the dosa or dosas which at the time of diseases are not primarily 
disturbed are called anubandha. When three of the dosas are jointly disturbed, 


i is ewe sannipāta, and when two are so disturbed it is called samsa»za (ibid. 11. 
2 XI)» 
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the total dosa. But, when it is disturbed, some of the component 
secretions may increase ia undue proportions, while others may 
remain in the normal state; of course, the quantity of the whole 
dosa may also increase or decrease. A dosa such as kapha or pitta 
should therefore be regarded as a name for a collection of secre- 
tions rather than one secretion of a homogeneous character. It 
will be easily seen that, on taking into consideration the com- 
parative strengths of the different components of a dosa and the 
relative strengths of the other components of other dosas and the 
relative strengths and proportions of each of the dosas amongst 
themselves, the number of combinations is innumerable, and the 
diseases proceeding from such combinations are also innumerable. 
The whole system of Caraka’s treatment depends upon the ascer- 
tainment of the nature of these affections; the names of diseases 
are intended to be mere collective appellations of a number of 
affections of a particular type". 

One further point which ought to be noted with regard to the 
constructive and destructive operations of vāyu, pitta and kapha 
is that they are independent agents which work in unison with a 
man’s karma and also in unison with a man’s mind. The opera- 
tions of the mind and the operations of the body, as performed by 
vàyu, pitta and kapha on the materials of the dhatus, rasa, rakta, 
etc., run parallel to each other; for both follow the order of human 
karma, but neither of them is determined by the other, though 
they correspond to each other closely. This psycho-physical 
parallelism is suggested throughout Caraka’s system. Caraka, in 
trying to formulate it, says: “sariram api satvam anuvidhiyate 
satvam ca fariram" (the mind corresponds to the body and the 
body to the mind). It may be remembered in this connection that 
the ultimate cause of all dhatu-vaisamya or abhighata (bodily in- 
juries through accidents, a fall and the like) is foolish action (prajfia- 
paradha). Again vata, pitta and kapha are found to perform 
not only physical gperations, but also intellectual operations of 
various kinds. But all intellectual operations belong properly to 
mind. What is meant by attributing intellectual functions to vāyu, 
pitta and kapha seems to be a sort of psycho-physical parallelism, 
mind corresponding to body, body corresponding to mind, and 
both corresponding to karma. 

1 7 LIEGE P Tp CN T 
sāmi te ta kā KE ee 0s rs zari nid 
samhità, 1. 18. 53). 
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Head and Heart}. 


The most vital centres of the body are the head, the heart and 
the pelvis (vasti). The pranas, i.e. the vital currents, and all the 
senses are said to depend (sritah) on the head?. The difference 
between head (sirsa) and brain (mastiska) was known as early as 
the Atharva-Veda. Thus in A.V. x. 2. 6 the word Sirsa is used in 
the sense of “head,” and in verses 8 and 26 of the same hymn the 
word mastiska is used in the sense of "brain?." Head-disease is 
also mentioned in the Atharva-Veda, 1. 12. 3, as šīrsakti. The brain- 
matter is called mastulunga in Caraka-samhita, vii. 9. 101; the 
word mastiska is used in the same chapter in the sense of brain- 
matter (VIII. 9. 80), as has also been explained by Cakrapāņi*. 
The passage from Caraka, VIII. 9. 4, quoted above shows that at 
least Drdhabala considered the head to be the centre of the senses 
and all sense currents and life currents. Cakrapāņi, in commenting 
upon this passage, says that, though the currents of sensation and 
life pass through other parts of the body as well, yet they are 
particularly connected with the head (sirasi visesena prabaddhani), 
because, when there is an injury to the head, they are also injured. 
According to Caraka and Drdhabala all the senses are particularly 
connected with the head, as well as the prāņas, but the heart is 
regarded as the vital centre of the pranas, as well as of the manas, 
as I shall point out later on. Bhela, who is as old as Caraka, 
considers the brain to be the centre of the manas, a view which 
is, so far as I know, almost unique in the field of Sanskrit 

1 The different names of the heart in Caraka-samhitā are mahat, artha, 
hrdaya (1. 30. 3). 

2 Cakrapāņi, however, explains it as sritā iva sritah, i.e. "as if they depended 
on” (1. 17. 12), because, when the head is hurt, all the senses are hurt. It is said 
in ibid. Vi. 26. 1 that there are one hundred and seven vital centres (marma), 
and of these the three most important are the head, the heart and the pelvis. 
Also in VIII. 9. 16, rdi mūrdhni ca vastau ca nrnàm prāņāļ pratisthitah. In 
VIII. 9. 4 it is distinctly said that all the senses and the currents of senses and 
brana are dependent on the head as the rays of the sun are dependent on the 
sun—strasi indriyāņi indriya-prāņa-vahāni ca srotāmsi sūryam iva gabhastayaļ: 
samšritāni. 

* “ Which was that god who (produced) his brain, his forehead, his hindhead 
(kakātika), who first his skull, who, having gathered a gathering in man’s jaw, 
ascended to heaven” (A.V. x. 2.8). '' Atharvan, having sewed together his head 
(mūrdhānam) and also his heart, aloft from the brain the purifying one sent 
(them) forth, out of the head” (ibid. 26). (Whitney’s translation, Harvard 
oriental series.) 

+ Mastiskam širo-majjā. Cakrapāņi, vit. 9. 80 of Caraka-samhita. The word 
mastiska is sometimes, though rarely, used in the sense of head, as in the passage 
quoted by Cakrapani in vir. 9. 80—mastiske ’stangulam pattam. 
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literature, He says that manas, which is the highest of all senses 
(sarvendriya-param), has its seat between the head and the palate 
(siras-talv-antara-gatam). Being situated there, it knows all the 
sense-objects (visayan indriyanam) and the tastes which come near 
it (rasadikan samīpa-sthān). The original cause of manas and the 
energy of all the senses and the cause of all feelings and judgments 
(buddhi), the citta, is situated in the heart. The citta is also the 
cause of all motor functions and activities, such that those who are 
possessed of good citas follow a good course and those who are 
possessed of bad cittas follow a bad course. The manas knows the 
citta, and thence proceeds the choice of action; then comes the 
understanding, deciding what is worth doing and what is not. 
Buddhi, or understanding, is the understanding of certain actions 
as good (subha) and certain others as bad (asubha)!, It seems plain 
that Bhela distinguishes between manas, citta and buddhi. Of 
these manas is entirely different from citta and, so far as can be 
made out from Bhela's meagre statements, it is regarded as the 
cause of all cognitions and as having its seat in the brain. The citta 
was regarded as the cause of all activities, feelings and judgments, 
and the heart was regarded as its seat. Buddhi was probably the 
determinate understanding and judgment which was but a function 
of the citta. Bhela says that the dosas in the brain affect the manas, 
and, as a result of this, the heart is affected, and from the affections 
of the heart the understanding (buddhi) is affected, and this leads 
to madness?. In another passage, while describing the different 
functions of pitta, Bhela says that there is a special kind of alocaka 
pitta called the caksur-vaisesika, which, by bringing about the 
contact of manas with the soul, causes cognition and, transmitting 
it to the citta, produces the discriminative visual knowledge 
by which different objects are comprehended by the eye. The 
1 ģiras-tālv-antara-gatam sarvendriya-param manah tatra-stham tad dhi 
visayān indriyāņām rasādikān...kāraņam sarva-buddhkīnām cittam hydaya- 
samšritam kriyāņām cetarāsām ca cittam sarvasya kāraņam. Bhela's chapter on 
“ Unmāda-cikitsitam. ? Calcutta University edition, p. 149. 
ürdhvam prakupitā dosah 
Siras-talv-antare sthitah, 
mānasam dūsayanty āšu 
tataš cittam vipadyate 
citte vyāpadam apanne — 
buddhir nāšam niyacchati 
tatas tu buddhi-vyāpattau 
C kāryākāryam na budhyate 


evam pravartate vyādhir A 
unmādo nāma dāruņah. Ibid. p. 149. 
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judgmental state, however, is different, and it is produced by a 
special kind of ālocaka pitta called the buddhi-vaisesika, which is 
situated at the point between the eyebrows, and, being there, 
holds together the subtle forms emanating from the self (susūksmān 
arthan ātma-krtān), associates the data (dha@rayati), integrates them 
with other similar known facts (pratyudaharati), remembers the 
past, and, after producing our knowledge in conceptual and judg- 
mental forms, wills for future realization, generates instructive 
actions, and is the force which operates in meditation (dhyana) 
and restraint of thoughts (dharana)!. 

Sušruta does not state anything of importance concerning 
the brain; but there seems to be little doubt that he knew that 
particular nerves in the head were connected with particular sense 
functions. Thus he says in 111. 6. 28 that there are two nerves (sirā) 
lower down the ears on their back, called vidhura, which, if cut, 
would produce deafness ; on both sides of the nasal aperture inside 
the nasal organ there are two nerves called phana, which, if cut, 
would destroy the sensation of smell; at the back of the eyebrows, 
below the eyes, there are the nerves called the aparga, which, if 
cut, would produce blindness. All these cognitive nerves meet in 
passing at the centre of the eyebrow (srrigātaka)*. He further says 
that the nerves are attached to the brain inside the skull on the 
upper part of it (mastakabhyantaroparisthat sira-sandhi-sannipata) 
and this place, called the romavarta, is the supreme superintendent 
(adhipati). Caraka says that the head is the place for the senses. 
It cannot be decided whether he took this in any deeper sense 
or whether he means simply that the sense-organs of ear, eyes, 
nose and taste are situated in the head. 

Caraka considers the heart (hrdaya) to be the only seat of 
consciousness?. The seats of prāņa are said to be the head, throat, 
heart, navel, rectum, bladder, the vital fluid ojas, semen, blood 
and flesh*. In r. 19. 3 Caraka, however, excludes navel and flesh 
and includes the temples (Sartkka) in their place. It is difficult to 
determine what is exactly meant by prana here. But in all prob- 
ability the word is used here in a general way to denote the vital 
parts. In 1. 30. 4 and 5 Caraka says that the whole body with 

1 Bhela's chapter on “ Purusa-niscaya,” P. 81. 

* ghrana-srotráksi-jihva-santarpaninam siranam madhye Verc e Sriga- 
takāni. Susruta-samhita, 11. 6. 28. 


: aeui IV. 7. 8, hrdayam cetanādhisthānam ekam. 
bid. 9. 


| 
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the four extremities, the trunk, and the head, collectively called 
sad-anga, knowledge (vijfiana), the senses, the sense-objects, the 
self, manas and the objects of thought (cintya), are all supported 
(samsrita) by the heart, just as a house is supported by pillars and 
rafters!. Tt is plain, as Cakrapāņi explains, that the body cannot 
subsist in the heart. What is meant is that, when all is well with 
the heart, it is well with all the rest. Caraka holds that the manas 
and the soul reside in the heart and so also do cognition, pleasure 
and pain, not, however, in the sense that the heart is the place 
where these reside, but in the sense that they depend on the 
heart for their proper functioning; if the heart is wrong, they also 
go wrong, if the heart is well, they also work well. Just as rafters 
are supported by pillars, so are they all supported by the heart. 
But Cakrapāņi does not seem to agree with this view of Caraka, 
and he holds that, since the heart is affected by strong thoughts, 
pleasure and pain, the mind and the soul actually reside in the 
heart and so do pleasure and pain. The self, which is the cause of 
all knowledge of sense-objects and the upholder (dharin) of the 
system, resides in the heart. It is for this reason that, if a man is 
struck in the heart, he swoons away, and, if the heart bursts, he dies. 
It is also the place of the supreme vitality (param ojas)?. The heart 
is also regarded as the place where all consciousness is concen- 
trated (tatra caitanya-samgrahah). Caraka says that the heart is the 
centre of the prana currents (prana-vahanam srotasam hrdayam 
mūlam, 111. 5. 9) and also of the currents of mental activity (11. 
7. 3). In the Apasmara-nidana (11. 8. 4) Caraka speaks of the 
heart as being the supreme place of the inner self (antar-ātmanaļ 
šrestham āyatanam). 

It may not be out of place here to point out that the Taittiriya 
Upanisad (1. 6. 1) also speaks of the heart as being the space where 


! Caraka-samhitā, 1. 30. 5. 

2 Cakrapāņi says that the mention of param ojas here proves that Caraka be- 
lieved in another, apardin ojas. The total quantity of aparam ojas in the body is half 
a handful (ardhkānjali-parimāņa), while that of param ojas is only eight drops of 
a white-red and slightly yellowish liquid in the heart. The dhamanīs of the 
heart contain half a handful of aparam ojas, and in the disease known as prameha 
(urinary disease) it is this ojas that is wasted; but even with waste of this ojas 
aman may live, whereas with the slightest waste of the param ojas a man cannot 
live. Ojas ought not to be regarded as the eighth dhatu; for it only supports 
(dhārayati) the body, but does not nourish it. Ojas, however, is sometimes used 
also in thegense of vasa (Caraka-samhitā 1. 30. 6, Cakrapani’s commentary). See 
also ibid. 1. 17. 74 and 75 and Cakrapani’s comment on the same. Ojas is, 
however, regarded in the Atharva-Veda, 11. 17, as the eighth dhatu. 
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manomaya purusa, i.e. the mind-person, resides. In many other 
Upanisads the heart is the centre of many nādīs, or channels}. 
Šankara, in explaining Brh. 11. 1. 19, says that the nadis or sirās, 
called Auta, which are developed out of the food-juice and are 
272,000 in number, emanate from the heart and spread over the 
whole body (puritat)?. The buddhi resides in the heart and from 
there controls the external senses. Thus, for example, at the time 
of hearing in the awakened state the buddhi passes through these 
nadis to the ear and from there expands the auditory organ and 
superintends it. When the buddhi thus expands, we have the 
state of awakening, when it contracts, the state of deep sleep 


(susupti). 


The Circulatory and the Nervous System. 


The names sira (also hira) and dhamani, of two different kinds 
of channels in the body, seem to have been distinguished at a period 
as early as the Atharva-Veda®. The Brhad-aranyaka Upanisad de- 
scribes the hita nadis of the heart as being as fine as a thousandth 
part of a hair, and they are said to carry white, blue, yellow and 
green liquids; Sankara, commenting on this, says that these various 
colours are due to the various combinations of vata, pitta and 
Slesman which the nadis carry’. He states that the seventeen 
elements (five bhūtas, ten senses, prana and antahkarana) of the 
subtle body, which is the support of all instinctive desires, abide 


1 See Brh. 11. 1. 19, IV. 2. 2 and 3, IV. 3. 20, IV. 4. 8 and 9; Chand. vu. 6. 6; 
Katha, v1. 16; Kaus. 1v. 19; Mund. 11. 2. 6; Maitri, Bibliotheca Indica, 1870, 
VI. 21, VII. 11; Pragna, 11. 6 and 7. 

2 The word purītat means principally the covering of the heart. But Sankara 
takes it here to mean the whole body. 

? Satam hirah sahasram dhamanīr uta. Atharva-Veda, vi. 36. 2. Sāyaņa 
explains hird as garbka-dhāraņārtham antar-avasthitah sūksmā nādyak and 
dhamanī as garbhāšayasya avastambhikā sthūlā nādyah. Atharva-Veda, 1. 17. 
1, 2, also seems to distinguish hira from dhamani. In 1. 17. 1 the hirás are 
described as being of red garments (lohita-vasasah), which Sāyaņa explains as 
lohitasya rudhirasya nivāsa-bhūtā hi (the abode of blood) and paraphrases as 
rajo-vahana-nàdyah. Tt seems, therefore, that the larger ducts were called 
dhamanis. In 1. 17. 3 the Atharva-Veda speaks of hundreds of dhamanis and 
thousands of kirās. 

4 Brh. 1. 3. 20, with Sankara's commentary. Ānandagiri, in commenting on 
the same, quotes a passage from Suéruta which is substantially the same as 
Susruta-samhita, 111. 7. 18, to show that those siras which carry vāta are rosy 
(aruņa), those which carry pitta are blue, those which carry blood are red, and 
those which carry slesman are white: 

arunah širā vāta-vahā nilah pitta-vahāh sirah 
asrg-vahās tu rohinyo gauryah slesma-vahah širāh. 
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in these nādīs. In Brhad-aranyaka, 1v. 2. 3 it is said that there is 
the finest essence of food-juice inside the cavity of the heart; it is 
this essence which, by penetrating into the finest adis, serves to 
support the body. It is surrounded by a network of nadis. From 
the heart it rushes upwards through the extremely fine hita nadis, 
which are rooted in the heart. Chandogya, viu. 6. 6 speaks of 
101 nādīs proceeding from the heart, of which one goes towards 
the head!. In Mund. 11. 2. 6 it is said that, like spokes in a wheel, 
the nādīs are connected with the heart. Prasna, 111. 6 and 7, how- 
ever, says that in the heart there are one hundred nadis and in 
each of these are twenty-two hundred branches and the vyāna 
vayu moves through these. The Maitrt Upanisad mentions the 
susumņā nādī proceeding upwards to the head, through which 
there is a flow of prāņa*. None of these passages tell us any- 
thing definite about the nādīs. All that can be understood from 
these passages is that they are some kind of ducts, through which 
blood and other secretions flow, and many of these are extremely 
fine, being about the thousandth part of a hair in breadth. The 
nada, or hollow reed, is described in the Rg-Veda (vin. 1. 33) 
as growing in ponds and in the Atharva-Veda (1v. 19. 1) as being 
vārsika, or “produced in the rains." This word may have some 
etymological relation with madi*. In another place it is said that 
women break nada with stones and make mats out of them. 
The word nadi is also used in the Atharva-Veda in the sense 
of *ducts5," In Atharva-Veda, v. 18. 8 the word nadika is used 
1 This passage is sometimes referred to in later literature to show that the 
susumņā nādī, which goes towards the head, was known as early as the Chàndogya 
Upanisad. See also Katha, v1. 16. 
2 Ūrdhva-gā nadi susumņākhyā prāņa-samcāriņī. Maitrī, V1. 21. Sāyaņa, in . 

his commentary on A.V. 1. 17. 3, quotes the following verse: 

madhya-sthayah susumnayah parva-pancaka-sambhavah 

sākhopašākhatām praptah širā laksa-trayat param 

ardha-laksam iti prahuh sarīrārtha-vicārakāļ. 


3 Macdonell makes the following remarks in his Vedic Index, vol. 1, p. 433: 
“ Nada is found in several passages of the Rg-Veda (1. 32, 8; 179, 4; IT. 34, 3; 
VIII. 69, 2; X. 11, 2; Tos, 4) but its sense is still obscure. It is identified by 
Pischel (Zeitschrift der Deutschen Morgenlāndischen Gesellschaft, 35, 717 et seg.; 
Vedische Studien, 1. 183 et seq.) with Nada, being explained by him in one 
passage (1. 32. 8). Here Caland and Henry, L'Agnistoma, p. 313 would read 
nalam. See also Wackernagel, Altindische Grammatik, 1. 173, as a reed boat, 
which is split, and over which the waters go, etc.”” 

4 yathà nadam kašipune striyo bhindanty ašmanā CAtharva-Veda, vi. 138. 

). 

i 5 In the Atharva-Veda, v1. 138. 4, the nddis are described as ducts over the 
testes, through which the seminal fluid flows: ye te nādyau deva-krie yayos tisthati 
vrsnyam te te bhinadmi (I break with a stone upon a stone those two ducts of yours 


346 Speculations in the Medical Schools [cH. 


to denote the speech organ (vāk). The word dhamani is used 
in Rg-Veda, u. 11. 8 and is paraphtased by Sāyaņa as sound 
(sabda) and by Macdonell as “reed” or “pipet.” If Sayana’s 
explanations are to be accepted, then in A.V. 11. 33. 6 the word 
snāva means fine siras (siksmah-sirah) and dhamani the larger ducts 
(dhamani-sabdena sihūlāh). In vi. go. 5 one hundred dhamanis 
are said to surround the body of a person suffering from colic or 
gout (sūla), and Sayana paraphrases dhamani here as nādī. In 
Chandogya, 111. 19. 2, the rivers are said to be dhamanis (ya 
dhamanayas tà nādyah), and Sankara paraphrases dhamanī as širā. 
I have already referred to the use of the word hira in the Atharva- 
Veda; the word is also used in the Rg-Veda?. 

The above references show that nādīs, sirās (or hiras) and 
dhamanis were all ducts in the body, but sometimes the nadis or 
Siras had also the special sense of finer channels, whereas the 
dhamanis were the larger ducts. I shall now come to Caraka: 
it will be found that there was not much advance towards a 
proper understanding of the significance of their distinction and 
functions. 

Caraka plainly regards dhamanis, širās and srotas (secretory 
currents) as ducts and thinks that different names are applied to 
them on account of their different functions. He says that the 
roots of the ten dhamanis are in the heart. These carry through- 
out the body the ojas, by which all people live and without which 
they all die. It is the essence by which the foetus is formed, 
and which goes to the heart at a later stage, when the heart is 
formed; when it is lost, life also ceases to exist; it is the essence 
of the body and the seat of the prāņas. These ducts are called 
dhamaris, because they are filled with chyle from outside; they 
are called srotas, because the chyle, etc. which nourish the body 
are secreted (sravaņāt) out of these; and they are called sira, 


made by God over your two testes, through which your semen flows). In 
X. 7. 15 and 16, the hollows of the seas are described as mádis (samudro yasya 
nadyah), and so also the interspace of the quarters of the sky (yasya catasrah 
pradišo nàdyah). 

* “ Dhamani, ‘reed,’ appears to denote ‘pipe’ in a passage of the Rg-Veda 
(rr. 11. 8) and in a citation appearing in the Nirukta (vi. 24)." Vedic Index, 
vol. 1, p. 390. The word širā is spelt with a palatal “$” in Caraka and with a 
dental in the Vedas, and it has therefore been differently spelt in this chapter 
in different contexts. 

* tvam vrtram āšayānam sirāsu maho vajreņa sisvapah. R.V.1. 121. 11. The 
word dhamani is spelt with a long “i” in Caraka and with a short “i” in the 
Atharva-Veda. 
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because they go (saranat sirah) to the different parts of the body?. 
'The ten dhamanis spread out in manifold branches throughout 
the body. In the Caraka-samhita srotas means properly the path 
through which the successive evolutionary products of the body- 
constituents (dhātus) or other kinds of secretion run and accumu- 
late together with elements of their own types*. Cakrapāņi explains 
it thus: The transformation into blood takes place in connection 
with chyle (rasa). The coming together of rasa with blood at a 
different part of the body cannot take place without a path of trans- 
mission, called srotas. So the transformation of dhatus takes place 
through the function of this path of transmission. So for each 
kind of product there is a separate srotas. Vayu, pitta and kapha 
may be said to go about through all the srotas, though there are, 
no doubt, special channels for each of the three?. Gangādhara, 
however, takes the srotas as being the apertures through which 
the dhatus and other waste-products flow*. In whatever way it 
may be looked at, the srotas is, according to Caraka, nothing but 
the duct of the dhamanīs. Caraka opposes the view of those who 
think that the body is nothing but a collection of srotas, for the 
simple reason that the substances which pass through these srotas 
and the parts of the body where they are attached are certainly 
different from the srotas themselves. There are separate srotas 
for the flow of prana, water, food-juice, blood, flesh, fat, bony 
materials, marrow, semen, urine, excreta and sweat; vāta, pitta 
and slegman, however, flow through the body and all the channels 
(sarva-srotāmsi ayana-bhūtāni). For the supply of materials for the 
suprasensual elements of the body, such as manas, etc., the whole 
of the living body serves as a channel*. The heart is the root of all 

1 dhmānād dhamanyah sravaņāt srotāmsi saraņāt sirāh. Caraka-samhitā, 1. 
30. II. 2 Ibid. 111. 5. 3. fi 

3 Dosāņām tu sarva-sarira-caratvena yatha-sthiila-sroto 'bhidhāne "pi sarva- 
srotāmsy eva gamanārtham vaksyante. . .vātādīnām api, pradhāna bhūtādhamanyah 
santy eva. Cakrapāņi's comment on ibid. Des 

4 āhāra-pariņāma-xaso hi srotasam chidra-rüpam panthānam vinā gantum na 
faknoti, na ca srota$ chidra-pathena gamanam vinā tad-uttarottara-dhātutvēna 
parinamati, etc. Gangadhara’s falpa-kalpa-taru on ibid. a) 

5 Gangadhara, in commenting on this passage (Caraka-samhitā, 111. 5. 7), 
* tadvad atīndriyāņām punah sattvadinam kevalam cetanāvac charīram ayana-bhū- 
tam adhisthāna-bhūtam ca,” says, “mana ātmā srotra-sparsana-nayana-rasaria- 
ghrana-huddhy-ahankaradinam kevalam cetanāvat sajīvam šarīra-sroto 'yana- 
bhütam adhisthāna-bhūtam ca." There are several passages in Caraka where 
we hear of mano-vaha currents (currents carrying manas) ; if manas, buddhi, 
ahankàra &tc. can all be carried in currents, they must be considered as having 


some material spatial existence. These manas, buddhi and ahanküra may be 
atindriya, but they are not on that account non-physical. 
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prana channels, i.e. the channels of the prāņa vāyu; for vāyu in 
general moves through all parts of the body. When these are 
affected, there is either too much or too little respiration; the 
respiration may be very slow or very quick, and it is attended.with 
sound and pain. From these signs therefore one can infer that the 
prāņa channels have been affected. The source of water channels is 
the palate, and the seat of thirst is in the heart (kloma)!. When these 
are affected, the tongue, palate, lips, throat and Āloma become 
dried up, and there is great thirst. The stomach is the source of all 
currents carrying food, and, when these are affected, there is no 
desire for food, but indigestion, vomiting and the like. The heart is 
the source, and the ten dhamanis are the paths, of the chyle (rasa) 
currents. The liver and spleen are the source of blood currents. 
"The tendons and skin are the sources of flesh currents. The kidneys 
are the sources of fat channels; fat and pelvis, of bone channels; the 
bones and joints, of marrow channels; the testes and penis, of 
semen channels; the bladder, the pubic and the iliac regions, of 
urine channels; the intestines and the rectum, of the excreta 
channels, and the fat and pores of hairs, of perspiration channels?. 
It is curious, however, to note that, in spite of the fact that 
here the širās and dhamanīs are regarded as synonymous, their 
number is differently counted in 1v. 7. 13, where it is said that 
there are two hundred dhamanis and seven hundred Sirás, and the 
finer endings of these are counted as 29,956. It is reasonable to 
suppose, in accordance with the suggestions found in the Atharva- 
Veda, that, though the dhamanis and siras were regarded by Caraka 
as having the same functions, the former were larger than the 
latter?, Gangādhara, in commenting on this passage, says that 
sirās, dhamanis and srotas are different on account of their being 
different in number and of their having different functions and 
different appearances. It is well known that a distinction between 
Siras and dhamanis is drawn by Sušruta, to which I shall presently 
refer, but Caraka positively denies any such distinction ; and this 

1 Caraka-samhitā, 111. s. 10. Cakrapāņi explains it (kloma) as hrdaya-stham 
bipāsā-sthānam, and Gangadhara as the point of conjunction between the throat 
and the heart (kanthorasoh sandhih). 

* The synonyms for srotas given by Caraka are širā, dhamanī, rasa-vāhinī, 
nādī, panthā, mārga, šarīra-chidra, samvrtāsamvrtāni (open at the root, but 
closed at the end), sthāna, Gaya and niketa. 

3 There is one passage of Drdhabala (Caraka-samhità, v1. 29. 23) which 
seems to draw a distinction between girās and dhamanis; for tuere, as a 


symptom of a disease, it is said that the sirds have expanded (āyāma) and the 
dhamanīs have become contracted (sankoca). 
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is accepted by his commentator Cakrapāņi alsot. Gangādhara is 
unable to point out any passage in Caraka to prove his opinion or 
to state more explicitly what is the difference of functions and 
appearances between the dhamanis and siras. In fact Gangadhara’s 
remarks are directly borrowed from Susruta, m1. 9. 3, without 
acknowledgment, and it is very surprising that he should not know 
the difference of views on this point between Caraka and Sušruta 
and should try to support Caraka by a quotation from Sušruta on 
the very point on which they materially differ. 

Susruta refers to Caraka's view that siras, srotas and dharmanis 
aré the same and opposes it, saying that they are different in 
appearance, number and functions. Dalhana, in explaining this, says 
that the siras carry vata, pitta, slesman, blood, etc., and are rosy, 
blue, white and red, whereas the dhamanis that carry sense-im- 
pressions of sound, etc. have no distinctive colour, and the srotas 
have the same colour as the dkātus which flow through them. 
Again, the principal sivas are forty in number, the principal 
dhamanis twenty-four and the principal srotas twenty-two in 
number. The siras permit us to contract or expand our limbs or 
perform other motor functions, and they allow the mind and senses 
to operate in their own ways and serve also to fulfil other functions 
of moving rapidly (prasyandana), etc., when vayu works in them. 
When pitta flows through the širās, they appear shining, create 
desire for food, increase digestive fire and health. When slesman 
passes through them, they give an oily appearance to the body, 
firmness of joints and strength. When blood passes through them, 
they become coloured and filled also with the different dhatus and 
produce the sense-cognition of touch. Vayu, pitta, Slesman and 
blood—any one of these may flow through any and every sirā”. 
The dhamanis are more like sensory nerves, since they carry 
sensations of sound, colour, taste and smell (sabda-rūpa-rasa- 
gandha-vahatvādikam dhamanīnām). The srotas carry prāņa, food, 
water, chyle, blood, flesh and fat?, It is on account of their close 
proximity, similar functions, fineness (sauksmyat), and also because 
of the fact that they have been referred to in similar terms by older 
authorities, that they have sometimes been regarded as perform- 
ing the same work, though their functions are really different*. 


1 na ca Carake Sušruta iva dhamanī-sirā-srotasām bhedo vivaksitah. Cakra- 
pāņi's commentary on Caraka, HI. 5. 3. y A 
* Susruta-samhita, 111. 7. 8—17. 3 Dalhana on ibid. 11. 9. 3. 4 Ibid. 
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Dalhana, in explaining this, says that, as, when a bundle of grass 
is burning, the burning of each separate blade of grass cannot be 
perceived on account of their contiguity, so the širās, dhamanis 
and srotas are situated so close to one another that it is very difficult 
to observe their separate functions and work. Sirā, srotas, mārga, 
kha and dhamanī are the general names used to denote the canals 
or ducts of the body!. It is on account of the similarity of action 
of all these ducts that their functions are sometimes confused. 

The dkamanīs start from the navel; ten proceed to the upper 
part of the body, ten to the lower part and four crosswise (tzr- 
yag-gāh). Those ten which go to the upper part of the body, 
branch out, are divided into three classes, and are thirty in number. 
Of these there are altogether ten for carrying vāta, pitta, kapha, 
Sonita and rasa, two for each; there are eight for carrying 
Sabda, rüpa, rasa and gandha, two for each; there are two for 
the organ of speech, two for making noise (ghosa), as distin- 
guished from speech; two for going to sleep, two for being awake; 
two for bearing tears, two for carrying milk in women, and it is 
the same two dhamanis that carry the semen in men. It is by 
these dhamanis that the body on the upper side of the navel (e.g. 
sides, back, chest, shoulders, hands, etc.) is held fast to the lower 
part. The carrying of vata, etc. is the common quality of all these 
dhamaris. 

Those dhamanis which branch out downwards are thirty in 
number. 'They eject vata, urine, excreta, semen, menstrual blood, 
etc. downwards. They are connected with the place of pitta 
(pittāšaya), draw downwards the materials not fit for being ab- 
sorbed, and nourish the body with the assimilable products of 
digestion. The dhamanis connected with the pittāšaya carry the 
food-juice throughout the body, as soon as it is digested by the 
action of heat, by supplying it to the upper circulatory dhamanis 
and through them to the heart, which is designated as the seat 
of rasa (rasa-sthāna)?. Ten dhamanis carry vata, pitta, šoņita, 

1 Thus Palhaņa remarks: i 

Gkastyavakasanam dehe nāmāni dehinām 
Sirah srotāmsi mārgāh kham dhamanyah. 

2 Susruta, Šārīra, 1x. 7 and 8; see also Dalhana's commentary on it. The 
apertures of some dhamanis by which the food-juice is circulated through the 
body are as fine as lotus fibres, and some grosser than them, as the apertures 
iniri un Thus some dhamanis have very fine apertures, and others grosser 


yathā svabhavatah khāni mrņālesu bisesu ca » 
dhamanīnām tathā khāni raso yair upactyate. Ibid. xx. 10. 
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kapha and rasa; two, connected with the intestines, carry the 
food-juice; two carry water; two are connected with the bladder 
for ejecting urine; two are for the production of semen (sukra- 
prādur-bhāva), two for its ejection, and it is these which regulate 
the menstrual flow in the case of women; two, connected with 
the larger intestines, eject the excreta; there are eight others which 
carry perspiration. It is by these dhamanis that the intestines, 
waist, urine, excreta, rectum, bladder and penis are held together. 

Each of the other four dhamanis, which go crosswise (tiryag-gah), 
has hundreds and thousands of branches, which, innumerable as 
they are, are spread all over the body, like so many windows; their 
mouths are at the holes of the hairs, through which perspiration 
goes out and which nourish the body with rasa, and through these 
the effective principles (virya) of oil, watery sprinklings, oint- 
ments, etc. enter the body after being acted on by bhrajaka (heat 
of the skin)!. It is again these which carry the pleasurable and 
painful sense-impressions of touch? The dkamanīs direct the five 
senses to the five sense-objects for their cognition. There is the 
cognizer (manir) and the manas organ; the dhamani which is con- 
nected with manas on one side and the dhamanis which carry the 
different sense-impressions on the other make the sense-data 
cognized by the self?. The various sensory and motor dhamanis 
are further named in Sušruta, m1. vi. 28. Down below the back 
of the ear there are two dhamanis, called vidhura, which, when 
injured, produce deafness; inside the two nostrils there are the 
two dhamanis called phana which, when hurt, arrest the sensation 
of smell. Below the eyebrows on the two sides of the eye there 
are the two dhamanis, called apanga, which, when hurt, produce 
blindness: there are also two other dhamanis, above the eyebrows 
and below them, called avarta, which, when hurt, also produce 
blindness. Suéruta also speaks in this connection of a place inside 


1 Susruta, Šārīra, IX. 7 and 8; see also Dalhana’s commentary on it. 

2 Dalhana, in commenting on this passage of Sušruta, 111. ix. 9, says: “ tair eva 
mano-'nugataih sukhāsukha-rūpam sparíam karmātmā grhnite.” (It is through 
these dhamanis, as connected by manas, that the self, as associated with the subtle 
body, receives the pleasurable and painful impressions of touch.) 

z paficabhibhütàs tv atha pafica-krtvah 

pañcendriyam pañcasu bhāvayanti 

paficendriyam paficasu bhāvayitvā m 

paficatvam āyānti vināša-kāle. Sušruta, III. ix. 11. 
Dalhana, in commenting on the above, says: “manta hi šarīre eka eva, mano 'py 
ekam eva, $ena manasa yaiva dhamanī šabdādi-vahāsu dhamanīgu abhiprapanna 
saiva dhamanī sva-dharmam grāhayati mantāram nānyeti.”” 
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the skull on the upper part of the brain, where all the siras have 
met together, as the adhipati superintendent. 

In describing the sirās (700 in number) Susruta says that these 
are like so many canals by which the body is watered and by the 
contraction and expansion of which the movements of the body 
are rendered possible. "They start from the navel and branch out 
like so many fibres of leaves. The principal sivas are forty in 
number; of these ten are for the circulation of vata, ten for pitta, 
ten for kapha and ten for rakta (blood). The siras of vata circu- 
lation again branch out into 175 sirās, and the same is the case 
with those which circulate pitta, kapha and rakta. We have thus 
altogether 700 sirās. When vaa is properly circulated through the 
Siras, it becomes possible for us to move our limbs without ob- 
struction and to exercise our intellectual functions. But it should 
be noted that, though some šrrās are regarded as mainly circulating 
vayu or pitta or kapha, yet they all, at least to some extent, circulate 
all three!. 

There are 900 snāyus, and these have also holes within them 
(susirāh), and these, as well as the kandaras, which are also but 
special kinds of snāyus, serve to bind the joints of the body, just 
as the several pieces of planks are held together in a boat. Susruta 
also mentions five hundred muscles. The zaras are vital spots 
in flesh, siya, snāyu and bones which are particularly the seats of 
prana: when persons are hurt in these places, they may either 
lose their lives or suffer various kinds of deformity. The srotas 
are again described by Sušruta as being ducts, other than s/ra and 
dhamani, which start from the cavity of the heart and spread out 
through the body?. These srotas carry the currents of prāņa, food- 


juice, water, blood, flesh, fat, urine, excreta, semen and menstrual 
blood. 


The Nervous System of the Tantras. 

The nerve system of the Tantras, however, is entirely different 
from that of the medical systems of Caraka and Sušruta. It starts 
with the conception of the spinal column (meru-danda), which is 
regarded as one bone from the bottom of the back to the root of 

1 


na hi vātam širāh kāscin na pittam kevalam tathā 
Slesmanam và vahanty età atah sarvavahah smrtāh. 


Sušruta, 111. vii, 16. 
2 Susruta, Sarira, 1x. 13: 
mūlāt khād antaram dehe prasrtam tv abhivahi yat 
srotas tad iti vijfieyam širā-dhamanī-varjitam. 
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the neck. In the passage inside this spinal column there is a nerve 
(nadi), called susumna, which is again in reality made up of three 
nādīs, susumņā, vajrā and citrini!.. All nadis start from the root at 
the end of the vertebral column, called kāņda, and they proceed 
upwards to the highest cerebral nerve-plexus, called sahasrara, and 
are seventy-two thousand in number. The place of the root of 
these nadis (kāņda) is an inch above the anus and an inch below 
the root of the penis. If susumņā is the central nerve of the spinal 
cord, then on its extreme right side is the ida, and then parallel to 
it towards the susumņā are the gandhari, stretching from the corner 
of the left eye to the left leg, hasti-jihva, stretching from the left 
eye to the left foot, sankhinz, branching on the left, kuhi (the pubic 
nerve on the left) and also the visvodara, the lumbar nerves. On 
the extreme left of itis the pingala, and between it and the susumna 
are the pasa, stretching from below the corner of the right eye to 
the abdomen, pasyanti, the auricular branch or the cervical plexus, 
sarasvati and vāraņā (the sacral nerve). The sankhini (the auricular 
branch or the cervical plexus on the left) goes parallel to the 
susumņā, but takes a turn in the region of the neck and passes on to 
the root of the left ear-holes ; in another branch it passes through the 
inner side of the region of the forehead, where it gets joined with 
the citriņī nādī and enters into the cerebral region. The susumna 
nadi is a sort of duct inside the spine, which encases within it the 
vajrā nādī, and that again encases within it the citrint nadi, which 
has within it a fine aperture running all through it, which is the fine 
aperture running through the spinal cord?. This inner passage 


1 But according to the Tanira-ciddmani, susumnd is not inside the spinal 
column but outside it. Thus it says, “ tad-bühye tu tayor madhye susumnd vahni- 
samyuta.” This, however, is against the view of the Sa(-cakra-nirūpaņa, which takes 
susumņā to be inside tlie passage of the spine. According to the Nigama-tattva- 
sára-tantra, idāand pingala are both inside the spine, but this isentirely. against the 
accepted view. Dr Sir B. N. Seal thinks that susumņā is the central passage or 
channel of the spinal cord and not a separate mát (The Positive Sciences of the 
Ancient Hindus, pp. 219, 226, 227). Mr Rele in his The Mysterious Kundalini 
(pp.35, 36)thinks that it js anādīwhichis situated centrallyand passes through the 
spinal column (meru-danda) ; but, judging from the fact that itis said to originate 
in the sacrum, from which it goes upwards to the base of the skull, where it 
joins with the plexus of a thousand nerves called brahma-cakra (cerebrum in the 
vault of the skull) and is divided at the level of the larynx (kaņtha) into anterior 
and posterior parts between the two eyebrows (ajfiá-cakra) and the cavity in 
the brain (braima-randhra) respectively, Rele thinks that this susumna nadt is 
nothing but the spinal cord. 3 

> Nadtis derived by Pūrņānanda Yati,in hiscommentaryon the Sat-cakra-nirū- 
pana, from the root nad, to go, as a passage or duct (nada gatau iti dhātor nadyate 
gamyate 'nayā padavyā iti nādī). Mahāmahopādhyāya Gaņanātha Sen makes a 
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within the citriņī nadi is also called brakma-nādī; for there is no 
further duct or madi within the citrini!. The susumņā thus in all 
probability stands for our spinal cord. The susumņā, however, is 
said to take a turn and get connected with the sarīkkinī in the inside 
region of the forehead, whence it becomes connected with the 
aperture of the šarikhinī (Sankhini-nalam ālambya) and passes to the 
cerebral region. All the nadis are connected with the susumņā. 
Kuņdalinī is a name for supreme bodily energy, and, because the 
channel of the susumņā, the brahma-nadi, is the passage through 
which this energy flows from the lower part of the trunk to the 
regions of the nerve-plexus of the brain, susumņā is sometimes 
called kundalint; but kuņdalinī itself cannot be called a nerve, 
and it is distinctly wrong to call it the vagus nerve, as Mr Rele 
does?. The ida nādī on the left side of the susumņā outside the 
spine goes upwards to the nasal region, and pirigala follows a 
corresponding course on the right side. Other accounts of these 
nadis hold that the ida proceeds from the right testicle and the 
pingala from the left testicle and passes on to the left and the right 
of the susumņā in a bent form (dhanur-ākāre). The three, however, 
meet at the root of the penis, which is thus regarded as the junction 
of the three rivers, as it were (triveņī), viz. of susumņā (compared to 
the river Ganga), da (compared to Yamuna) and pirigalā (compared 
to Sarasvatī). The two nadis, ida and pirīgalā, are also described 
as being like the moon and the sun respectively, and susumņā as 
fire. In addition to these nadis the Yogi-yājīavalkya mentions 
the name of another zadi, called alambusa, making the number of 
the important nadis fourteen, including susumņā and counting 
susumņā as one nadi (i.e. including vajra and citrini), though the 
total number of zadis is regarded as being seventy-two thousand. 
Srikanada in his Nadi-vij&ama counts the number of adis as 
thirty-five millions. But, while the Tantra school, as represented 
in the works Saf-cakra-nirüpana, Yüana-samkalini, Yogi-yājūa- 
valkya, etc., regards the nadis as originating from the nerve-plexus 


very serious mistake in'his Pratyaksa-sartraka when he thinks that the ndis are 
to be regarded as being without apertures (nīrandhra). They are certainly not so 
regarded in the Āyur-vedaorin the Sat-cakra-nirüpana and its commentaries. In 
Yoga and Tantra literature the term nadi generally supersedes the term sir of 
the medical literature. 

1 Sabda-brahma-rüpayah kundalinyah parama-siva-sannidhi-gamana-patha 
rūpa-citriņī-nādy-antargata-šūnya-bhāga iti. Pūrņānanda's commentary on Şat- 
cakra-nirüpana, St. 2. 

2 Susumņāyai kundalinyai. Hatha-yoga-pradīpikā, v. 64. 

3 Sat-cakra-nirüpana, St. x and Yogi-yajfiavalkya-samhità, p. 18. 
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lying between the root of the penis and the anus, and while Caraka 
regards them as originating from the heart, Srikanada regards 
them as originating from the region of the navel (nabhi-kanda) and 
going upwards, downwards and sideways from there. Srikanada, 
however, compromises with the Tantra school by holding that of 
these thirty-five millions there are seventy-two thousand nadis 
which may be regarded as gross and are also called dhamanis, 
and which carry the sense-qualities of colour, taste, odour, touch 
and sound (paficendriya-gunavaha). There are again seven hundred 
nadis with fine apertures, which carry food-juice by which the body 
is nourished. Of these again there are twenty-four which are more 
prominent. * ; 
The most important feature of the Tantra school of anatomy 
is its theory of nerve-plexuses (cakra). Of these the first is the 
ādhāra-cakra, generally translated as sacro-coccygeal plexus. This 
plexus is situated between the penis and the anus, and there are 
eight elevations on it. It is in touch with the mouth of the susumņā. 
In the centre of the plexus there is an elevation called svayambhi- 
linga, like a fine bud with an aperture at its mouth. There is a 
fine thread-like fibre, spiral in its form, attached to the aperture 
of the svayambhū-linga on one side and the mouth of the susumna 
on the other. This spiral and coiled fibre is called kula-kundalini; 
for it is by the potential mother-energy, as manifested in its move- 
ment of a downward pressure of the apana vayu and an upward 
pressure of the prana vayu, that exhalation and inhalation are made 
possible and life functions operate. Next comes the svadhisthana- 
cakra, the sacral plexus, near the root of the penis. Next comes 
the lumbar plexus (mani-pura-cakra), in the region of the 
navel. Next is the cardiac plexus (anahata-cakra or visuddha- 
cakra), in the heart, of twelve branches. Next is the laryngeal and 
pharyngeal plexus, at the junction of the spinal cord and the 
medulla oblongata, called the bharati-sthana. Next comes the 
lalanā-cakra, opposite the uvula. Next to this is the ājīā-cakra 
between the eyebrows, within which is the manas-cakra, the centre 
of all sense-knowledge and dream-knowledge, and the seat of 
manas, the mind-organ. Vijianabhiksu says in his Yoga-vārttika 
that one branch of the susumņā goes upwards from here, which is 
the madi for carrying the functions of manas and is called mano-vaha 
nadi; the fūāna-samkalinī tantra calls it jfüana-nadi. It seems, 
therefore, that it is through this nādī that connection is established 
23-2 


356 Speculations in the Medical Schools [cH. 


between the soul, residing in the brain, and the manas, residing in 
the manas-cakra. Sankara Mišra argues in his commentary on 
the Vaisesika-sūtras, V. 2. 14 and 15, that the nādīs are themselves 
capable of producing tactile impressions; for, had it not been so, 
then eating and drinking, as associated with their corresponding 
feelings, would not have been possible, as these are effected by the 
automatic functions of prāņa!. Above the ajüa-cakra comes the 
soma-cakra, in the middle of the cerebrum, and finally, in the upper 
cerebrum, there is the sahasrara-cakra, the seat of the soul. The 
process of Yoga consists in rousing the potential energy located in 
the adhara-cakra, carrying it upwards through the aperture of the 
citriņī or the brahma-nadi, and bringing it to the brahma-randhra 
or the sahasrara. This kundalini is described as a fine fibre like a 
lightning flash (tadid iva vilasat tantu-rūpa-svarūpa), which raises 
the question whether this is actually a physical nerve or merely a 
potential energy that is to be carried upwards to the upper cere- 
brum in the sakasrāra-cakra; and it cannot, I think, be yet satis- 
factorily explained. But, judging from a wide comparison of the 
texts, it seems pretty certain that it is the kuņdalī sakti or the 
kundali energy which is.carried upwards. If the kundali energy is 
inexhaustible in its nature, the whole discussion as to whether the 
ādhāra-cakra is depleted or not or whether the kundalini herself 
rises or her eject, as raised in Sir John's Serpent Power, pp. 301-320, 
loses its point. How far the cakras can themselves be called nerve- 
plexuses is very doubtful, since the nerve-plexuses are all outside 
the spinal aperture; but, if the kuņdalinī is to pass through the 
aperture of the citriņī nādī and at the same time pass through the 
cakras, the cakras or the lotuses (padma) must be inside the spinal 
cord. But, supposing that these nerve-plexuses represent the corre- 
sponding places of the cakras inside the spinal cord, and also because 
it has become customary to refer to the cakras as plexuses, I have 
ventured to refer to the cakras as such. But it must be borne in 
mind that, as the Kundalini is a mysterious pcwer, so also are the 
cakras the mysterious centres in the path of the ascent of the 
kuņdalinī. A nerve-physical interpretation of them as nerve- 
plexuses would be very unfaithful to the texts. A more detailed 
discussion on these subjects will be found in the treatment of 
Tantra philosophy in a later volume of this work. The chief 
interest of the present section is only to show that tke Tantra 
1 See Dr Sir B. N, Seal's Positive Sciences of the Ancient Hindus, pp. 222-225- 
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anatomy is entirely different in its conception from the Āyur-veda 
anatomy, which has been the subject of our present enquiry. 
Another fact of importance also emerges from these considera- 
tions, namely, that, though in Drdhabala's supplementary part of 
the Siddhi-sthana the head is associated with sensory consciousness, 
Caraka's own part refers to the heart as the central seat of the 
soul. But the Tantra school points to the upper cerebrum as the 
seat of the soul and regards the spinal cord and its lower end as 
being of supreme importance for the vital functions of the body. 


The Theory of Rasas and their Chemistry. 


The theory of Rasas or tastes plays an important part in 
Ayur-veda in the selection of medicines and diet and in diagnosing 
diseases and arranging their cures. In 1. 26 of Caraka we hear of a 
great meeting of sages in the Caitraratha Forest, attended by 
Ātreya, Bhadrakapya, Sakunteya, Pirnaksa Maudgalya, Hiranyaksa 
Kaušika, Kumāraširas Bharadvaja, Varyovida, the Vaideha king 
Nimi, Badiša and Kānkāyana, the physician of Balkh, for the 
purpose of discussing questions of food and tastes. 

Bhadrakapya held that taste, or rasa, was that which could be 
perceived by the organ of the tongue and it was one, viz. that of 
water. Sakunteya held that there were two rasas, nutritive (upa- 
šamanīya) and denutritive (chedaniya). Pūrņāksa held that there 
were three rasas, upasamaniya, chedaniya and neutral (sadharana). 
Hiranyaksa held that there were four rasas, sweet and good, 
sweet and harmful, distasteful and good, distasteful and harmful. 
Kumāraširas held that there were five rasas, earthy, watery, fiery, 
airy and ethereal (āntariksa). Varyovida held that there were six 
rasas, heavy (guru), light (laghu), cold (sita), hot (usna), smooth 
(snigdha) and dry (rūksa). Nimi held that there were seven rasas, 
sweet (madhura), sour (amla), salt (lavaņa), hot (katu), bitter (tikta), 
pungent (kasaya) and alkaline (ksara). Badiša added one more to 
these, viz. unmanifested (avyakta), and held that there were eight 
rasas. Kankayana held that the rasas were of infinite variety and 
could not be counted, on account of the diversity of substances in 
which they are located (araya), their specific properties as light or 
heavy (guna), their action in developing or reducing the consti- 
tuents o$ the body (karma) and their diversity as apparent to the 
organ of taste. Atreya Punarvasu held that there are six rasas only, 
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sweet (madhura), acid (amla), saline (lavana), hot and pungent 
(katu), bitter (tikta) and astringent (kasāya). The source (yoni) of 
all these rasas is water. Its actions are sedative (upasamana) and 
denutritive (chedana), and a basis of equilibrium (sādhāraņatva) 
of the rasas is reached when those having the above opposite 
actions are mixed together. Pleasantness (svādu) or unpleasantness 
(asvādu) of taste depends on liking or disliking. The seats of rasas 
are the essences of the five elements (paiīca-mahā-bhūta-vikārāh) 
modified in accordance with five conditions, viz. (1) specific nature 
of the substance (prakrti); (2) as acted upon by heat or other 
agents (vikrti); (3) association with other things (vicara); (4) the 
place in which the substance is grown (desa); (5) the time at 
which it is produced (kāla)!. The gunas of heaviness, lightness, 
cold, warm, moisture and dryness belong to the things to which 
the rasas belong. The alkaline (ksāra) should not be counted as a 
separate rasa, as it is made up of more than one rasa and affects 
more than one sense-organ ; for it has at least two important rasas 
(of “hot and pungent” and “‘saline”) and it affects not only the 
organ of taste, but also that of touch, and does not naturally belong 
to any substance, but has to be created by artificial processes. 
"There is no such separate rasa which can be called unmanifested 
(avyakta). Water is the origin of all rasas; so all rasas may be 
considered as existing in an unmanifested state in water, but that 
is no reason why we should say that water has a separate taste 
called ** unmanifested " ; moreover, when a substance has two rasas, 
one dominant and the other extremely feeble, the feeble rasa may 
be regarded as unmanifested ; or, when in a compound of different 
rasas, say, of a syrup, a slight hot taste is added, this may be con- 
sidered as unmanifested ; but certainly there is no rasa to which 
the name “unmanifested” (avyakta) could be given. The view 
that there is an infinite number of rasas is untenable; for, though 
it may be urged that the same rasa may occur differently in different 
objects, that would only go to show that there are various grades 
of forms of each particular rasa and not prove that with each 
variety of a particular rasa the rasa itself is wholly different. Again, 


1 Thus mudga (a sort of kidney-bean), which is a bkūta-vikāra, has the rasas 
of astringent and sweet and is yet light by nature, though one would expect it 
to be heavy on account of its rasas of astringent and sweet. Vikrti is best 
exemplified in the case of fried paddy, which is lighter than rice. It is well 
known that by composition wholly new properties may be generated in the 
product. Medicinal herbs vary in their properties in accordance with the time 
of plucking. 
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if different rasas are mixed together, the mixed rasa itself is not 
entitled to be counted as a separate rasa; for its gualities are just 
as the sum total of the gualities of the different rasas which are 
its constituents, and no independent work can be attributed to 
this mixed rasa (ma samsrstanam rasānām karmopadišanti bud- 
dhimantah), as in the case of a compound of two or more sub- 
stances, as mentioned above (vicāra). 

"Though on account of the predominance of one or the other 
of them they are called earthy (parthiva), watery (apya), fiery 
(āgneya), airy (vāyavya) or ethereal (akasatmaka), yet all substances 
are compounded of the five elements. All substances, whether 
animate or inanimate, are to be considered as medicines (ausadha), 
provided they are applied in the proper way (yukti) and for specific 
purposes (artha). A substance can be a medicine only when it is 
applied in the proper way and for specific purposes; nothing can 
unconditionally be considered a medicine. The medicative in- 
fluence is exerted both by virtue of the specific agency of a sub- 
stance (dravya-prabhāva) and by the specific agency of its qualities, 
as also by their joint influence!. The action of medicines is called 
karman, its potency virya, the place where they operate adhi- 
karaņa, the time of operation kāla, the mode of operation upaya, 
and the result achieved phala. 

As regards the origin of rasas, it is suggested that water 
gets mixed with the five elements in the air and also after its fall 
on the ground. These rasas nourish the bodies of all plants and 
animals, All the five elements are present in all rasas; but in some 
rasas some of the elements predominate, and in accordance with 
this there are differences among the various rasas. Thus, with 
the predominance of soma there is a sweet taste, with the pre- 
dominance of earth and fire an acid taste, with water and fire 
a saline taste, with air and fire, hot and pungent, with air and 
ākāsa, bitter, with air and earth, astringent. The different elements 

1 The medicinal effect of substances may be distinguished from the medicinal 
effect of qualities, as when by certain stones (mani) poison may be removed or 
by the use of certain amulets certain diseases may be cured. Again, there may 
be cases where simply by the application of heat a certain disease may be cured, 
irrespective of the substance which possesses heat as its property. It seems that 
only the sense-properties and mechanical properties are here counted as gunas; 
other kinds of properties were considered as being due to the thing (dravya) 
itself. For, in addition to the sense-properties, the twenty qualities, guru, 
laghu, sttag usna, snigdha, raksa, manda, tīksņa, sthira, sara, mrdu, kathina, 
visada, picchila, slaksna, khara, sūksma, sthūla, sandra and drava, are counted as 
gunas (Caraka-samhita, 1. i. 48; 1. 25. 35; 1. 26. 11). 
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which take part in the formation of rasas are said to be instrumental 
causes (nimitta-kāraņa) of the rasas; this explains how, though 
fire has no rasa, yet it may help the generation of a particular 
rasa!. Destiny or unknown cause (adrsta) is, however, the general 
cause of such combinations of elements with water. 

In the very first chapter of the Caraka-samhitā, substances 
(dravya) are counted as being the five elements, viz. ākāša, air, 
light, heat, water and earth, together with soul, manas, time and 
space. Of these those substances which possess sense-organs are 
called animate and those which do not are called inanimate?. 'The 
gunas are the sense-properties of hearing, touch, colour, taste and 
smell, the mechanical and other properties which all elements 
have in common, such as heaviness, lightness, cold, heat, and 
moisture, dryness, dullness, sharpness, steadiness, mobility, soft- 
ness, hardness, motion, slipperiness, smoothness, roughness, 
grossness, fineness, thickness, liquidity, etc., and desire, hatred, 
pleasure, pain and effort, intelligence (including memory), con- 
Sciousness, patience, egoism, etc., distance (para), nearness (apara), 
combination (yukti), number, contact, disjunction (vibhaga), 
separateness, measure, inertia (samskara) and repetition (abhyasa). 
The definition of substance (dravya) is, that which possesses quality 
(guna) and action (karma) in the relation of inherence and is also 
the inseparable material cause (samavāyi-kāraņa) of all effects. 
Gunas are things which are themselves inactive and exist in dravyas 
in an inseparable relation of inherence. The gunas themselves 
cannot contain any further guņas?. 

The above being the theory of dravya and guņa, the guestion 
arises as to the way in which medicines operate in human bodies. 
The most general and obvious way in which the different medicines 
were classified was by their different tastes, which were considered 
primarily to be six in number, as has already been pointed out. 
Each of the tastes was considered as being capable of producing 
certain good or bad physiological effects. Ths the sweet taste is 


1 Tha ca kāraņatvam bhūtānām rasasya madhuratvādi-visesa eva nimitta- 
kāraņatvam ucyate. Cakrapāņi on Caraka, 1. 26. 38. 

2 Caraka-samhitā, 1. 1. 47. Even trees were regarded as being possessed of 
senses and therefore animated or cetana. Cakrapāņi says that, since the sun- 
flower continues to turn its face towards the sun, it may be regarded as being 
possessed of the sense of sight; again, since the lavalī (Averrhoa acida) plant 
fructifies through hearing the sound of thunder, the plants haye auditory 
organs, etc. sd 

3 Ibid.1.1.47, 48 and 50, with Cakrapāņi's commentary. 
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said to increase blood, flesh, fat, marrow, semen, life, to do good to 
the six senses, and to produce strength and colour of the body; to 
do good to the skin and throat, to destroy pitia, poison and maruta 
(morbidity of air), and to produce moistening, cold and heaviness, 
etc. The acid (amla) is said to rouse digestion, develop the body, 
and to remove vaa; it is light, warm, moist, etc. The saline taste 
is digestive; it removes vata, secretes kapha; and it is moist, warm, 
etc. And so on with the other tastes. But, of course, all these 
qualities cannot belong to the tastes; as has already been pointed 
out, the gunas cannot possess further gunas, and the tastes (rasa) 
are themselves gunas; so, when certain functions or properties are 
attributed to the rasas, they must be considered as belonging 
to the substances which possess those specific rasas (rasa iti 
rasa-yuktāni dravyāņi)!. 

From Sušruta's statements it appears that there was a great 
difference of opinion regarding the relative prominence of dravya 
and its properties?. There were some who held that dravya was the 
most important, since dravya remained permanent, whereas rasa, 
etc. are always changed ; so dravya is relatively permanent. Again, 
dravya is grasped by the five senses, and not its guņas. The dravya 
is also the support of the rasas, etc. All operations have to be done 
with the dravya, and the authoritative texts also speak of operations 
with the dravyas, and not with the rasas; the rasas depend largely 
on the nature of the dravyas. Others hold that rasas are the most 
important, since it is of them that we become directly aware when 
we take our food, and it is said that they remove the various 
morbidities of vāta, etc. Others hold that the potency (virya) of 
things is the most important, since it is by their potency that 
medicines act, This potency is of two kinds, hot (usa) and cold 
(sita); some think that it is of eight kinds, hot (usza), cold (Sita), 
moist (snigdha), dry (rūksa), moving (visada), slippery (picchila), 
soft (mrdu) and sharp (tiksna). Sometimes potency or virya over- 
comes rasa by its power and makes its own tendencies felt; thus, 
though sugar-cane ought to remove vata on account of its sweetness, 
it really increases it on account of its being Sita-virya (of cold 


1 Caraka-samhitā,1. 26. 39, Cakrapāņi's commentary. x 

2 Susruta, Siitra-sthana, 40.3. Dravya is defined by Sušruta as kriyā-guņavat 
samavāyi-kāraņam. 

5 ihausadha-karmāņi ūrdhvādho-bhāgobhayabhāga-samšodhana-samšamana- 
samgrāhakāgni-dīpaina-prapīdana-lekhana-urmhaņa-rasāyana-vājīkaraņa-švaya - 
thūkara-t$layana-dahana-dāraņa-mādana-prāņaghna- visa - prašamanāni virya- 
prādhanyād bhavanti. Sušruta, 1. 40. 5. 
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potency)!. Others say that the rasa, as digested by the stomach 
(bāka), is most important, since things can produce good or bad 
effects only when they are digested. Some hold that each rasa 
remains unchanged by digestion, though according to others there 
are only three kinds of rasa resulting from digestion or pāka, viz. 
sweet, acid and hot (kau); whereas Sušruta held that there were 
only two kinds of rasa resulting from digestion, viz. sweet and hot; 
for, in his view, acid was not the result of digestion (amlo vipāko 
nāsti). According to Sušruta it is the pitta which is turned into 
acid. Those objects which have more of earth and water in them 
are turned into sweet taste, whereas those which have tejas, air and 
` ākāśa as their ingredients are turned into hot taste (katu). 
Speaking of the differences of view regarding the relative 
importance of dravya, rasa, vīrya and vipāka, Suéruta says that 
they are all important, since a medicine produces effects in all 
those four ways according to its own nature”. The view of Suéruta, 
as explained by Cakrapāņi in the Bhānumatī, seems to be that 
food, drink and medicine are all products of the five maha- 
bhūtas, and rasa, virya and vipāka are dependent on the dravya and 
are like its potency (sakti), through which it works?. Cakrapāņi, 
commenting on this in the Bhanumati, says that even in those cases 
Where certain rasas are said to remove or increase certain mor- 
bidities (dosa) it is only because of their importance that they are 
so described; the real agent in all such cases is the dravya, since the 
rasa, etc. are always dependent on the dravya. Apart from the 
Sakti as manifested in rasa, etc., the dravya also operates by itself 
in an unthinkable way (acintya), which is also called prabhāva and 
which is comparable with the attractive force exerted by magnets 
on iron. The dravya by itself is thus differentiated from its sakti, 
and it is said to have a peculiar operative mode of its own, as 
distinguished from that of its sakti or potency, as manifested in 
rasa, virya or vipāka, and this mode of operation is considered to 


1 etāni khalu vīryāņi sva-bala-guņotkargāt rasam abhibhuydtma-karma 
kurvanti. Sušruta, ibid. The virya is said to remain both in the dravya and in the 
rasa. Thus in Susruta, 1. 40. 5-8, it is said that, if in those rasas which remove vāta 
there is dryness (rauksya), lightness (/@ghava) and cold (éaitya), then they will 
notremove vāyu; so, if in those which remove pitta there is sharpness (taiksņya), 
heat (ausņya) and lightness (laghutā), then they will not remove pitta, and so on. 

2 caturņām api sāmagryam icchanty atra vipascitah. Sušruta, 1. 40. 13. 

* dravya-sakti-rüpaka rasa-vīrya-vipākā yatha-yogam  nimitta-karanatàm 
samavāyi-kāraņatām và bhajanto na kartrtayā vyapadisyante dravya-parā- 
dhinatvat. Bhānumatī, 1. 40. 13. 
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be quite unthinkable (aczztya) as to the way in which it operates!. 
Thus some medicines operate by rasa, some by vipaka, or the rasa 
resulting from the digestive operation (e.g. sunthi, which, though 
hot in taste and hot in virya, is sweet after digestive operation), 
some by virya (e.g. kulattha, though pungent, yet removes vāyu 
-on account of its hot vzrya), some by both rasa and vipaka, some 
by dravya-prabhava, virya and rasa, some by dravya-prabhava, 
virya, rasa and vipaka. 

Caraka, however, differs from Sušruta in this view of drayva 
and rasa, virya and vipāka; for, according to him, rasa, virya 
and vibāka, themselves being gunas, cannot possess further gunas. 
He does not admit a Sakti as different from the dravya. Thus in 
the case of prabhava, while Susruta holds that it is a specific sakti, 
or the thing operating in unaccountable ways, Caraka thinks that 
this sakti is identical with the thing itself. Thus Cakrapāņi in 
explaining Caraka-samhita, 1. 26. 72, says, “ Saktir hi svarüpam eva 
bhāvānām, nātiriktam kincid dharmantaram bhavanam” (potency 
is the nature of things and is no separate property distinct from 
them). Vīryain its general sense means “the potency or power 
of medicines to produce effects," and as such includes within it 
both rasa and vipāka; but, since these have special names, the term 
virya is not applied to them?. Apart from this there is special 
virya in a technical sense (paribhasika). In the view which con- 
siders this virya to be of two kinds, snigdha and rūksa, these are 
to be taken as specific characteristics; but in the view which 
considers the virya to be of eight kinds, these are to be taken as 
a different set of characteristics of dravya or substance?. This 
vīrya is believed to be more powerful than rasa, so that, when 
the virya and rasa of a thing come into conflict, it is the vīrya 
which predominates and not the rasa. s; 

Vāgbhata junior makes some remarks in support of the name 
virya, as given to the characteristics which go by that name. 
He says that, sincesthe virya characteristics of things remain un- 
changed even after digestion, and since the things are primarily 

1 dravyam ātmanā šaktyā prabhāvākhyayā dosam hanti. . atra dravya-šakti- 
kāryodāharaņam yathā karsaka-maņir loha-šalyam ākarsati. Bhānumatī, 1. 40. 13. 

2 tasya pākasya tad-rasasya vipākasya ca prthan-nirdesan na vīrya-vyavahārah 
Sastre. .. Carake tu samanya-virya-sabdena te ?pi grhītāh. Ibid. 1. 49. 5. 

3 yada dvividham vīryam tadā snigdha-rūksādīnām. ..rasādi-dharmata- 
yaiva kāryg-grahaņam vaksyati hi madhuro rasah snigdha ity ādi astavidha-vīrya- 
pakse tu. S balavat-karya-kartrtva-vivahgaya vīryatvam iti sthitih. Ibid. 1. 40. 
4. 
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in use for medical purposes and each of them would include many 
substances and rasas, this character justly deserves to be called 
virya, or the potency-in-chief for producing medical effects!. He 
further says that rasa is baffled by vipaka, that rasa and vipāka 
can baffle virya, if they work in the same direction, and that they 
may all be baffled by prabkāva. These remarks, however, are 
true only in those cases where rasa, virya and vipāka exist in the 
same proportion, and it must be borne in mind that some objects 
may have rasa of such a predominant type that it may overcome 
the vipāka or the virya?. As regards the relative priority of virya 
and vipaka, Šivadāsa in commenting on Cakrapāņi's Dravya-guna- 
samgraha says that virya is prior to vipāka; and this would imply 
that, as vīrya can supersede rasa, so vipāka may supersede vīrya. 

If we look back to the earliest history of the development 
of Indian medical ideas in the Atharva-Veda, we see that there 
were two important classes of medicines, viz. the amulets, manis 
and water. Atharva-Veda, 1. 4.4, 1. 5, I. 6, I. 33, VI. 24, VI. 92, etc. 
are all in praise of water as medicine, and water is regarded there 
as the source of all rasa or taste. Thus from the earliest times 
two different kinds of medicines were used. Of these the amulets 
were more or less of a miraculous effect. It was not possible to 
judge which kind of amulet or mani would behave in which way; 
their mode of operation was unthinkable (acintya). It is easy to see 
that this mode of operation of medicines was what was considered 
a prabhava by Caraka and Susruta. With them prabhāva means 
the mysterious operation of a medicine acting in an unaccountable 
way, so that, though two medicines might be exactly similar in 
rasa, virya and vipaka, they might behave differently with regard 
to their medicinal effects?. Such an effect was thus naturally con- 
sidered as unthinkable. But the analogy of the old manis was 
fresh in the minds of these medical thinkers when conceiving this 
prabhāva, and it was in reality an extension of that idea to other 
unaccountable effects of medicines*. As none of the chemical effects 


1 Astanga-hrdaya, 1. 9. 15. 2 Ibid. 1.28. " 

> rasa-vīrya-vipākānam sāmānyam yatra laksyate visesah karmaņām caiva 
brabhāvas tasya ca smrtah. Caraka-samhità, 1. 26. 69. Cakrapāņi, in commenting 
on this, says, "rasadi-karyatvena yan nāvadhārayitum šakyate kāryam tat pra- 
bhāva-krtam iti sücayati; ata evoktam ' prabhāvo 'cintya ucyate' rasa-vīrya-vipāka- 
tayācintya ity arthah.” 

* maņīnām dhāraņīyānām karma yad vividhātmakam, tat-prabhāva-krtam 
tesam prabhavo 'cintya ucyate. (The various actions of amulets are to be con- 
sidered as being due to a prabhava which is unthinkable—ibid. 1. 26. 72.) 
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(in the modern sense) of medicines on human organs were known, 
the most obvious way in which the medical effects of herbs, roots, 
etc. could be classified was on the basis of taste, and by Caraka and 
Sušruta we are told the effects of the different rasas on the different 
morbidities of the body, vāyu, pitta and kapha. As the main 
source of all diseases was unequal increase or decrease of vāyu, 
pitta and kapha, a classification which described the rasas in such 
a way that one could know which rasa increased or decreased 
which of the morbidities was particularly useful. But it is 
obvious that such a classification, though simple, could not be 
universally true; for, though the taste is some indication of the 
medicinal property of any substance, it is not an infallible one. 
But no other mode of classification was known; it was supposed 
that the taste (rasa) of some substances changed altogether after 
digestion and that in such cases the taste which changed after 
digestion (paka) would be operative. Cakrapani says that in those 
cases where the taste on the tongue (rasa) agrees with the taste 
as produced after the digestive process, the effect in that direction 
becomes very strong, but in the case where the latter differs 
from the former the operation of rasa becomes naturally weak, 
because the force of the taste produced by the final operation of 
the digestive process is naturally strong. Caraka thought that 
there were only three rasas as the result of digestion, viz. kaļu, 
madhura and amla; Sušruta rejected the last, as has already 
been described. But even this was not sufficient; for there were 
many other effects of medicine which could not be explained on 
the above suppositions. In explaining this, the theory of virya 
was introduced. In addition to taste substances were considered 
to possess other properties of heat and cold, as judged by inference, 
tactual properties of slipperiness, movement, moisture and dry- 
ness, etc., sharpness, etc. as manifested by odour, and these were 
supposed to produce effects in supersession of rasa and vipaka. It 
was only in the cases where no sensible data of any kind could be 
found to indicate the medical properties of the thing that the idea 
of prabhava was introduced. The chapters in Ayur-veda on dravya 


1 Cakrapāņi on Caraka, 1. 26. 65. Cakrapāņi points out that the hot (kaju) 
taste is at first useful in cleaning the phlegm of the throat, but, since it becomes 
sweet after digestion, it acts as a nutrient (vrsya). But, except in the case of 
such local actions, it is difficult to understand why the rasa which was altered 
by digestién should have any such effect as Cakrapani suggests (viparyaye tu 
durbalam iti jfieyam). 
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and guna deal with the enumeration of prabhava and also of rasa, 
vipāka and vīrya wherever there is a divergence among them, as 
determined by empirical observation. This is very necessary not 
only for the selection of medicines and diet in the cure of diseases, 
but also for prevention of diseases. It is well to remember that 
many diseases were supposed to arise through eating together things 
which are opposed to each other in rasa, vipāka or vīrya. 


The Psychological Views and other Ontological 
Categories. 


Caraka in the eighth chapter of the Sūtra-sthāna counts the 
senses as being five in number. Though both the Sāmkhya and the 
Vaisesika systems, to which Ayur-veda is largely indebted for its 
philosophical ideas, admit manas, or mind-organ, as a separate sense 
(indriya), Āyur-veda here differs from them and, as Cakrapāņi says, 
separates manas from the ordinary senses by reason of the fact that 
it has many functions which are not possessed by any of the other 
senses (caksur-ādibhyo 'dhika-dharma-yogitayā)!. Caraka himself, 
however, in another place speaks incidentally of a sixth sense 
(sad-indriya) in connection with the description of sweet taste?. 
Manas is, however, here described as transcending the senses 
(atīndriya). Cakrapani, in explaining the atindriya character of 
manas, says that it is called atīndriya because it is not a cause 
of the knowledge of external objects like the other senses. Manas 
is, indeed, the direct cause of pleasure and pain, but it is the 
superintendent of all the senses (adhisthayaka). Manas is also 
called sattva and cetas. The self is, however, the permanent subject 
of all acts of consciousness (cetanā-pratisandhātā). When the manas 
comes into contact with its objects, viz. pleasure or pain or the 
objects of thought, and the self makes an effort at grasping these 
objects, then there is a movement on the part of manas, by which 
it feels pleasure or pain, or thinks the objects of thought, or moves 
the sense-organs. Thus, when the self makes an effort and the 
objects of pleasure or pain or thought are present, then the manas 
turns to these as its objects and moves the senses, and the senses, 
guided by it, grasp their respective objects and produce their 
knowledge. 


1 Cakrapāņi's commentary on Caraka-samhitā, 1. 8. 3. í 
* Caraka-samhità, 1. 26. 41, tatra madhuro rasah...sad indriya-prasadanah. 
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The one manas appears as diverse on account of the diversity of 
its objects of thought (e.g. the mind may sometimes take religious 
thoughts and appear religious and at other times take lustful 
thoughts and appear lustful), diversity of sense-objects with which 
it is associated (e.g. the mind may grasp colour, smell or sound, 
etc.), and diversity of ways of imagination (e.g. “This will do 
good to me” or “This will do me harm,” etc.). In the same man 
the mind may sometimes appear as angry, ignorant or virtuous. 
But in reality the manas is one and the same for each person ; all 
these differences do not appear at the same time with the same 
person, as might have been the case if there were many minds for 
one and the same person. Moreover, the manas is atomic; for 
otherwise many different objects or functions could be performed 
by one and the same manas at the same time. 

It may be asked, if one and the same manas can show 
different kinds of moral propensities, sattva, rajas or tamas, how 
can any person be characterized as sāttvika, rājasika or tāmasika? 
The answer is that a man is called sāttvika, rājasika or tāmasika 
according as predominance of one or other of these gunas is 
observed in that man. 

Manas is supposed to move the senses, which are constituted 
of ākāša, air, light, heat, water and earth; and the seats of the 
senses are the physical sockets of the eye, the ear, the nostrils, the 
tongue and the skin. The five sense-cognitions are produced 
through the contiguity of the senses, the sense-objects, manas 
and soul. They are short-lived (ksanika), but not exactly momen- 
tary, as the Buddhists would like to have them!. They also are of 
determinate nature (nifcayatmikah). As Cakrapani says, it is quite 
possible for transitory sense-cognitions to give a determinate report 
of their objects. Though all the senses are made up of the five 
elements, yet those senses which contain any element in a pre- 
ponderating degree were conceived as made up of that element. 
The sense that has a particular eiement in a preponderating degree 
is regarded as having by virtue of that a special capacity for 
grasping that particular element?. 

The connection of the body, ine senses, the manas and the self 


. 1 Cakrapāņi's commentary on Caraka-samhità, 1. 8. 11. Ksaņikā ity afutara- 
vināšinyah na tu bauddha-siddhāntavad eka-ksaņāvasthāyinyah. 
* tatrapyad-yad-ātmakam indriyam visesat tat-tad-atmakam evārtham anu- 
grhņāti tat-svabhāvād vibkutvāc ca. (Caraka, 1. 8. 14.) 
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is called life (jivita)!. The self is everywhere regarded as the agent 
which unites the acts of consciousness (jitāna-pratisandhātā). 
Cakrapāņi says that, since the body is momentary (sarīrasya 
ksanikatvena), it may be argued that the union of the self with 
the body is also momentary. The answer that Cakrapāņi gives to 
such an objection is that, though the body is momentary, yet, 
since the momentary bodies are repeated in a series, the series as 
a whole may be looked upon as one; and, though the union of the 
self with each term of the series is momentary, yet, since the series 
may be looked upon as one, its union with the self may also be 
regarded as one (santāna-vyavasthito "yam ekatayā ucyate)?. In 
another place Caraka says that the manas, the self and the body 
are connected together like a tripod, on which life rests ; if any one 
of the components is missing, the unity is broken?. 

It has already been pointed out that, according to Caraka, 
the self is active and that by its activity the mind moves; and 
it is by the operation of mind that the senses move. The self 
is also regarded as being cetana (conscious). But this consciousness 
does not belong to the self in itself, it is attained only by its 
connection with the senses through manas*, It is, however, 
necessary to note that apart from this self there is, according to 
Caraka, another transcendent self (parah ātmā), different from the 
self which participates in the union of the body and the senses 
(which is also technically called the samyogi-purusa)°. The subtler, 
or transcendent, self is unchangeable (nir-vikara). Knowledge 
implies a process and a change, and this self manifests con- 
sciousness only in those parts where it becomes associated with 
manas and the senses. Thus, though the self is eternal, yet the 
rise of consciousness in it is occasional. The unchangeableness 
of the self consists in its being able to unite with itself its past and 
future states*. If the self were not permanent, it could not unite 
with itself all its past experiences. The sufferings and enjoyment 

1 Caraka, 1. 1. 41. The other synonyms of life are dhari, nityaga and 
anubandha. 2 Ibid.1, 1. 41. 

s sattvam ātmā šarīram ca trayam etat tri-dandavat 

lokas tisthati samyogāt tatra sarvam pratisthitam. Ibid.1. 1.45. 
4 idam eva cātmanaš cetanatvam, yad indriya-samyoge sati jūāna-šālitvam, 
na nikrstasyātmanas cetanatvam. Cakrapāņi on Caraka, I. 1. 47. 
5 mirvikārah paras tv ātmā satva-bhüta-gunendriyaih. Caraka, 1. 1. 55. tena 
sattva-Šarīrātma-melaka-rūpo ya ātma-šabdena ucyate tam vyavartayati. Cakra- 
pāņi on the above. 


è nityatvam catmanah pūrvāparāvasthānubhūtārtha-pratisandhānit. Cakra- 
pāņi on Caraka, 1. 1. 55. 


—_ 
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that affect us should not be attributed to the self, but to manas 
(dršyamāna-rāgādi-vikāras tu manasi). A 

The special feature of this view of self is that it is permanent 
and unchangeable; this self seems to hold within it all the indi- 
vidual egos which operate in association with their respective senses, 
manas and body. It becomes endowed with consciousness only 
when it is in association with the senses. Pleasure, pain and the 
movements involved in thought-processes are attributed to manas, 
though the manas is also considered to derive its activity from the 
self. The states of consciousness that are produced are all united 
in the self. The self, thus diverted in its subtler aspect from the 
senses and manas, is eternal and unchangeable, whereas in its 
aspect as associated with manas and the senses it is in the sphere 
of change and consciousness. This view is therefore different from 
those of the orthodox schools of Indian philosophy. 

It is well to note in this connection that the Caraka-samhitā 
begins with an enumeration of the Vaisesika categories, and, though 
it often differs from the Vaisesika view, it seems to take its start 
from the Vaisesika. It enumerates the five elements, manas, time, 
space and self as substances (dravya); it enumerates the gunas, 
such as the sensible qualities, the mechanical or physical qualities 
given in the list beginning with heaviness (guro adayah), intelli- 
gence (buddhi), and those beginning with remoteness (para) and 
ending with effort (prayatna). But what is this gurv adi list? There 
is no such list in the Vaisesika-sutras. Cakrapāņi, however, refers to 
an enumeration given in a later chapter (1.25. 35) by Caraka, where 
however these guņas are not enumerated as belonging to all sub- 
stances, but only to the food and drink that we take’. But the list 
referred to as parādi (beginning with parādi) prayatnānta (ending in 
prayatna) is not to be found anywhere in the Caraka-samhitā. This 
may be a reference to the Vaisesika-sütra, 1. 1. 6%. But, if this is so, 
it leaves out a number of other gunas enumerated in the laisesika- 
sūtra which were counted there in the parādi list?. Caraka 
himself gives a list of guņas beginning with para which includes 
some of those gunas included in the Vaisesika-sūtra already 


1 āhāratvam āhārasyaikavidham arthābhedāt sa punaļ...vimšati-guņo guru- 
laghu-sitosna-snigdha-rüksa-manda-tiksna-sthira-sara-mrdu - kathina -vifada -pic- 
chila-slaksņa-khara-sūksma-sthūla-sāndra-dravānugamāt. Caraka-samhità,1. 5.35. 

2 paratvāparatve buddhayah sukha-duhkhe iccha-dvesau prayatnas ca guņāh. 
Vaisesika-siitra, 1. 1. 6. 

3 rūpaķasa-gandha-sparšāh samkhyā-parimāņāni prthaktvam samyoga- 
vibhāgau paratvāparatve. Ibid. 
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referred to and some more. The guņas enumerated are para, apara, 
yukti, samkhya, samyoga, vibhāga, prihaktva, parimana, samskāra, 
and abhyasa!. Para means “superiority” or importance" (pra- 
dhāna), apara means “‘inferiority” or "unimportance" (apra- 
dhāna). This importance or unimportance is with reference to 
country, time, age, measure, the rasa resulting from digestion 
(pāka), potency (virya) and taste (rasa). Thus, a dry country is 
called para and a marshy one apara; the rains (visarga) of early 
and late autumn (sarat and hemanta) are called para, whereas the 
season of drought (winter, spring and summer) is called apara; 
with reference to pāka, virya and rasa, para and apara mean 
* suitability " and “unsuitability "—that which is suitable to one is 
para and that which is unsuitable to him is apara. Yukti means 
proper selection of medicines with reference to certain diseases 
(dosādy-apeksayā bhesajasya samīcīna-kalpanā); samkhyà means 
“number”; samyoga, the mixing up or compounding of two or 
more substances; vibhāga, separation; prthakiva, difference. The 
mountains Himalaya and Meru are prthak, because they are 
situated in different places and cannot unite; again, even though 
a pig and a buffalo may meet together, they always remain different 
from each other; and again, in the same class, say in a collection 
of peas, each pea is different in identity from the other; in the last 
case difference in number constitutes a difference in identity ; thus, 
wherever there is a numerical difference (anekata), there is difference 
in identity. Prthakiva thus stands for three kinds of difference, 
spatial difference, difference of characters and difference of identity 
due to numerical distinction. Parimāņa means measurement by 
weight, samskara means the production of new qualities and 
abkyāsa means habit due to constant practice (satata-kriya). It 
is evident from the above that, though the terms used are the 
same as those used by Kanada in the Vaisesika-sūtra, yet they are 
mostly used in different senses in accordance, probably, with 
medical tradition. But this list does not end with prayatna; it 
seems therefore that paradi and prayatnanta stand for two dif- 
ferent lists and should not be combined together. We have above 
the parādi list. The prayatnanta is a different list of guņas. It 
includes, as Cakrapani says, iccha (desire), dvesa (hatred), sukha 


1 Parāparatve yuktis ca samkhya samyoga eva ca, vibhāgaš ca prthaktvam ca 
parimanam athapi ca, samskārābhyāsa ity ete gunah jñeyāh parādayaļ. Caraka- 
samhitā, 1. 26. 27-29. 
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(pleasure), duhkha (pain) and prayatna (effort). Prayatna means 
that particular quality by the rise of which in the soul the manas 
is moved to activity. 

Karma (movement) is described as prayatnadi-cestitam, i.e. 
a movement of the nature of conscious effort; the word adi in 
prayatnādi is explained by Cakrapāņi as meaning “of the nature 
Ory 

Samavāya means the relation of inseparable inherence, as in 
the case of qualities and substances. Cakrapāņi, in explaining the 
nature of samavaya, says that it is eternal, so that, even when in a 
particular case it may disappear, it continues to exist in other cases. 
It is never destroyed or created anew, but only its appearance 
is or is not manifested in particular cases?. In the case of 
sāmānya and visesa, again, Caraka seems to add a new sense to 
the words. In the Vaišegika systems the word sāmānya means 
a class concept; but here it means the concrete things which have 
similar constituents or characteristics; and wisesa, which means in 
Vaisegika ultimate specific properties differentiating one atom from 
another, means in Caraka concrete things which have dissimilar 
and opposite constituents or characteristics. Sāmānya and visesa 
thus have a significance quite different from what they have in the 
Vaisegika-sütras. The principle of sāmānya and visesa is the’main 
support of Ayur-veda; for it is the principle which underlies 
the application of medicines and the course of diets. Substances 
having similar constituents or characteristics will increase each 
other, and those having dissimilar constituents or characteristics 
will decrease each other. Thus a substance having the character- 
istics of vata will increase vata and decrease slesman, which is 
dissimilar to it, and so on. Sāmānyais thus defined as tulyarthata, 
i.e. performing similar purposes. Instead of having only a con- 
ceptual value, sēmānya and visesa are here seen to discharge 
a pragmatic work of supreme value for Ayur-veda. As regards 
the theory of substances (dravya) also, though Caraka borrowed 
the enumeration of categories, Cakrapani says that the simpler 
bhūtas formed parts of the complex ones (bhütantaranupravesa), 
and in support of this idea he quotes a sūtra from the Nyāya- 
sūtra, which, however, there occurs as an opponent’s view, since 
the theory of bhūtānupraveša was not believed in by the Nyāya- 

1 ādi-sdbdah prakāravācī. Cakrapāņi's commentary on Caraka-samhitd, 1. 
1.48. 2 Ibid.1. 1. 49. 
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Vaisesika school; with that school none of the elements entered 
into any other, and their qualities were fixed in themselves. 
However, in spite of these modifications, the relation of Nyaya- 
Vaisesika with Caraka seems to be close. But the detailed descrip- 
tion of the school of Samkhya,in 1v. 1,as has already been mentioned 
and explained in the first volume of the present work, in the 
chapter on Samkhya, does not seem to have much bearing on the 
needs of Āyur-veda; and so the whole chapter does not appear to 
fit in with the rest of the work, and it is not referred to in other 
parts of the book. It is not improbable that this chapter was 
somehow added to the book from some other treatise. 

Sušruta does not, like Caraka, enumerate the categories of the 
Vaisesika, and his account of Sāmkhya is very faithful to the 
traditional account given in lévarakrsna's Kārikā and in the 
Samkhya-sütra. Having described the Sāmkhya theory, Susruta 
says that according to medical science the causes of things are 
sixfold, viz. (1) nature of things (svabhava), (2) God (Isvara), 
(3) time (kala), (4) accidental happenings (yadrccha), (5) destiny 
(niyati) and (6) evolution (pariņāma)!. As Dalhana points out, 
Sušruta has in several places referred to the operation of all these 
causes. Thus the formation of the limbs of the body in the foetus- 
state is said to be due to nature (svabhava) ; God as fire is said to 
operate as the digestive fire in the stomach and to help digestion; 
time as seasons is said to be the cause of the increase and decrease 
of dosas; destiny means virtue and vice, and diseases and recovery 
from them are sometimes attributed to these. Jejjata, in com- 
menting on Sušruta (as reported by Dalhaņa), says that all the 
above six causes, with the exception of God, are but different 
names of prakrti. Gayī, however, thinks that the above six causes 
represent the instrumental cause, though prakrti may still be con- 
sidered as being the material cause (upādāna-kāraņa). 

As Dalhana and Gayi think, there is no reason to suppose that 
Sušruta described the Samkhya doctrine; fos, immediately after 
describing the sixfold causes, he speaks of the elements as being 
constituted of the three gunas, sattva, rajas and tamas. Even the 
senses are regarded as being material. Souls are according to Ayur- 
veda eternal, though they are limited to their bodies and are not 
all-pervasive. They are manifested when the semen and the blood 
combine, and it is this bodily self, suffering transmigration owing 

1 Sufruta-samhità, IXI. 1. 11, 
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to virtue and vice (called karma-purusa), with which medical 
science is concerned. When the self is in association with manas, 
it has the following qualities: pleasure, pain, desire, hatred, 
effort, prāņa and apāna (the upward current of breath and the 
downward force acting in the direction of the rectum), the opening 
and closing of the eyelids, the action of the intellect as decision 
or buddhi (niscaya), imagination (samkalpa), thought (vicāraņā), 
memory (smrti), scientific knowledge (vijfana), energy (adhya- 
vasāya) and sense-cognitions (visayopalabdhi). The qualities of 
manas are divided into three classes, viz. sattvika, rājasa and 
tāmasa; of these the sāttvika ones are kind actions, the desire of 
enjoying gradually, mercy, truthfulness, virtue, faith, self-know- 
ledge, retentive power (medha), intelligence (buddhi), self-control 
(dhrti), and sense of duty for the sake of duty (anabhisariga); the 
rājasa qualities are suffering, impatience, pride, untruthfulness, 
cruelty, boastfulness, conceit (mana), joy, passion and anger; the 
tāmasa qualities are dullness, viciousness, want of retentive power, 
idleness and sleepiness. 


Logical Speculations and Terms relating to 
Academic Dispute. 


Things are either existent (sat) or non-existent (asaé), and they 
can be investigated by the four pramāņas, viz. the testimony of 
trusty persons (āptopadeša), perception (pratyaksa), inference 
(anumāna) and the coming to a conclusion by a series of syllogisms 
of probability (yukti)!. 

Those whose minds are free from the impurities of rajas and 
tamas through the force of their ascetic endeavours, who possess un- 
limited knowledge extending through the past, present and future, 
are to be considered as trustworthy (āpta). Such persons neither 
have any deficiency of knowledge nor would they willingly say 
anything untrue. [hey must be considered as absolutely trusty 
(āpta), and their testimony may be regarded as true?. 

The valid and certain knowledge that arises as the result of 
the relation of self, senses, manas and sense-objects is called 
“perception.” "This contact of the sense with the object is re- 
garded by Cakrapāņi as being of five kinds, viz. (1) contact with 
the dravya (substance), called samyoga; (2) contact with the guņas 


1 Garaka-samhitā, 1. 11. 17. 2 Ibid.1. 11. 18, 19. 
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(qualities) through the thing (samyukta-samavaya) in which they 
inhere by samavāya (inseparable) relation; (3) contact with the 
guņas (such as colour, etc.) in the generic character as universals 
of those gualities, e.g. colouredness (rūpatva), which exist in the 
guņas in the samavāya relation; this is called samyukta-samaveta- 
samavaya since the eye is in contact with the thing and the colour 
is in the thing by samavaya relation, and in the specific colour 
there is the universal colour or the generic character of colour by 
samavaya relation ; (4) the contact called samavāya by which sounds 
are said to. be perceived by the ear: the auditory sense is akasa, 
and the sound exists in ākāša by the samavaya relation, and thus 
the auditory sense can perceive sound by a peculiar kind of contact 
called samaveta-samavāya; (5) the generic character of sound 
as the sound universal (sabdatva) is perceived by the kind of 
contact known as samaveta-samavāya. It is only immediately 
resulting (tadātve) cognition of such a contact that is called per- 
ception (pratyaksa); for inference, memory, etc. also may come 
in as a result of such a cognition at later stages through other 
successive processes (paramparya). Cakrapāņi further notes that 
the four kinds of contact spoken of here are the real causes of 
the phenomenon of perception; in reality, however, knowledge 
that results as the effect of sense-contact" would be a sufficient 
definition of pratyaksa; so in the perception of pleasure, though 
none of these contacts are necessary, it is regarded as a valid 
case of direct perception. Contact with the self is, of course, 
necessary for all kinds of cognition!. It is easy to see that the 
above theory of perception is of the same type as that found in 
the Nyāya system. The nir-vikalpa perception is not taken into 
consideration; for there is nothing corresponding to the term 
avyapadešya in the Nyaya-sutra?. Inference must be based 
on perception, by which the concomitance of the ketu can first 
be observed. Inference is of three kinds, viz. from kārya (effect) 
to kāraņa (cause), as the inference of cohabitation from pregnancy ; 
from cause to effect, as the inference of the future production of 
1 Cakrapāņi on Caraka-samhitā, 1. 11. 20. 
2 The definition of pratyaksa given in Caraka-samhitā, 1. 11. 20, is: 

ātmendriya-mano-'rthānām sannikaršāt pravartate 

vyaktā tadātve yā buddhih pratyaksam sā nirucyate. 
The definition of pratyaksa in the Nyāya-sūtra is as follows: 

indriyārtha-sannikarsotpannam jfiánam avyapadesyam 


J avyabhicāri vyavasāyātmakam pratyaksam. 
For a discussion thereon see vol. 1, pp. 333—343. 
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fruit from a seed with the other attendant causes, sprinkling with 
water and the like; and inference by associations other than that of 
cause and effect, as the inference of fire from smoke!. 

Yukti is not counted as a separate pramāņa by any other system 
of Indian thought. When our intelligence judges a fact by a complex 
weighing in mind of a number of reasons, causes or considerations, 
through which one practically attains all that is desirable in life, 
as virtue, wealth or fruition of desires, we have what may be called 
yukti?. As Cakrapani points out, this is not in reality of the nature 
of a separate pramāņa; but, since it helps Pramanas, it is counted 
as a pramāņa. As an example of yukti, Caraka mentions the fore- 
casting of a good or bad harvest from the condition of the ground, 
the estimated amount of rains, climatic conditions and the like. 
Cakrapāņi rightly says that a case like this, where a conclusion is 
reached as the combined application of a number of reasonings, is 
properly called zha and is current among the people by this name. 
It is here counted as a separate pramāņa. It is in reality an in- 
ference of an effect from causes and, as such, cannot be used at 
the present time, and hence it cannot be called tri-kala, valid in 
all the three times, past, present and future, as Caraka says. 

The Buddhist, writes Santaraksita in discussing Caraka's doc- 
trine of yukti as a separate pramāņa, holds that yukti consists in the 
observation that, since, when this happens, that happens, and, since, 
when this does not happen, that does not happen, this is the cause 
of that. It may be argued that this is not a case of inference, since 
thereis no proposition equivalent to the proposition with a drstānta, 
or example, in Nyaya inference (e.g. whatever is smoky is fiery, as 
the kitchen). It is held, as Kamalašīla interprets, that the cause- 
effect idea is derived from the idea of “this happening, that hap- 
pens," and there is no other idea in the notion of causality ; if in any 
case any particular example is given, then another example might 
be asked for, and after that another, and we should have regressus 

= e pratyaksa-pūrvam tri-vidham 

tri-kalam cānumīyate 
vahnir nigūdho dhümena 
maithunam garbha-daršanāt. 
Evam vyavasyanty atitam 
bījāt phalam anāgatam 
drstvā bījāt phalam jātam 


thaiva sadríam budhah. : 
Caraka-samhità, 1. 11. 21, 22. 


$ €  buddhih pašyati ya bhavan bahu-kāraņa-yogajān à 
yuktis tri-kāla sā jfieyā tri-vargah sādhyate yaya. — Ibid. 1. 11. 25. 
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ad infinitum. These arguments in support of yukti as the conclud- 
ing of the cause-effect relation from “‘ this happening, that happens” 
relation are refuted by Santaraksita and Kamalašīla, who point out 
that there are no separate cognitive processes which link up the 
relation of “this happening, that happens” with the cause-effect 
relation, because both these convey the same concept. The cause- 
effect relation is the same as "this happening, that happens." 
It may be argued that, whenever anything invariably and un- 
conditionally happens on the happening of any other thing, then 
the two are considered to be related as cause and effect, just as a 
jug, etc. are invariably seen to appear after the proper operations 
of the potter and his wheels. If this is yukti, then it is not a different 
source of knowledge. 

Cakrapani, however, points out that these criticisms are all 
beside the point, since yukti, according to Caraka, is not karya- 
karanata from tad-bhava-bhavita; it is the arriving at a conclusion 
as a result of a series of reasonings. But it is important to note 
that in III. 4. 6 and 7 Caraka speaks of three kinds of pramāņas, 
viz. pratyaksa, anumana and sabda, and describes anumāna as being 
tarka depending on yukti. Tarka is explained by Cakrapani as 
being the knowledge of things which cannot be perceived (tarko 
*pratyaksa-jnanam), and yukti is here paraphrased by Cakrapāņi as 
the relation of a-vina-bhava. It is said in this connection that a 
disease is to be determined by pratyaksa, the medical texts (apto- 
padeša) and inference. But in 111. 8. 6. 33 and 34 Caraka counts 
aitihya as āptopadeša, though ordinarily aitikya is considered in 

1 drstante "py ata eva tad-bhāva-bhāvitvāt kāryatā-pratipattih, tatrapi 
drstanto "nyo "nvesaņīyaķ, tatrapy apara ity anavasthā. Kamalasila as quoted by 
Cakrapāņi on Caraka-samhitā, 1. 11. 25. 

Santaraksita misrepresents Caraka’s view of yukti in a very strange manner. 
He says that, when from the fact that in all cases when A is present B is present 
and in all cases when 4 is absent B is also absent one thinks A to be the cause 
of B, this is regarded by Caraka as the new pramāņa of yukti. Santaraksita’s 
exact words are: 

asmin sati bhavaty eva na bhavaty asatiti ca 
tasmād ato bhavaty eva yuktir esa 'bhidhīvate 
pramāņāntaram eveyam ity àha carako munih 
nānumānam tyam yasmād drstanto "tra na labhyate. 

. K 2 Tattva-samgraha, p. 482. 
"This, however, is entirely different from what Caraka says, as is pointed out by 
Cakrapāņi in his commentary on Caraka-samhitā. Caraka's idea of yukti is the 
logic of „probability, i.e. when from a number of events, circumstances, Or 
observations one comes to regard a particular judgment as probable, it is called 
yukti, and, as it is different from inference or any of the other accepted pramāņas, 


it is to be counted as a separate pramāņa. So far as I know, this is the only 
example of the introduction of the logic of probability in Indian thought. 
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Indian philosophy as being "tradition" or long-standing popular 
belief, different from āptopadeša; upamāna, under the name of 
aupamya, is also referred to. 

It may not be out of place here to note that the obstacles to 
perception referred to in the Samkhya-karika are all mentioned 
here. Thus it is said that even those things which have colour 
(rüpa) cannot be perceived if they are covered by a veil, or if the 
senses are weak, or if the mind is unsettled, or if they are mixed 
up in any homogeneous medium indistinguishable from them, 
or when in the case of smaller lights they are overcome by stronger 
luminaries, or when they are too fine or too subtle}. 

Logic was of use with Indian medical men not only in diag- 
nosing a disease, but also in the debates which they had with one 
another. The rival practitioners often had to show their skill and 
learning in debates on occasions of the treatment of illness of rich 
patients. The art of carrying on a dispute successfully was con- 
Sidered an important acquisition among medical practitioners. 
Thus we have a whole set of technical terms relating to disputes, 
such as are never found in any other literature, excepting the 
Nyāya-sūtra. In the Caraka-samhitā almost the whole of the chapter 
called the ** Roga-bhisag-jitīya-vimāna” (11. 8) is devoted to this 
purpose. It is well to remember that different kinds of disputes 
and fallacies are mentioned in the Nyaya-sütra, and it will be useful 
to refer to these when dealing with similar topics from either the 
Caraka-samhità or the Susruta-samhitā. 

The four terms referred to in connection with disputes in the 
Nyāya-sūtra are tarka, vāda, jalpa and vitaņdā. Tarka is said to 
be the same as aha, and this is explained as a process of reasoning 
carried on in one's mind before one can come to any right con- 
clusion. It is a name for the subjective weighing of different 
alternatives on the occasion of a doubt before a conclusive affirma- 
tion or denial (mirnaya) is made. Disputes are said to be of three 
kinds, vada, jalpa and vitanda. Vada means a discussion for the 
ascertainment of truth, jalpa a dispute in which the main object 
is the overthrow of the opponent rightly or wrongly, and vitanda 
a dispute in which attempts are made to discover the faults of 
the opponent's thesis without any attempt to offer any alternative 
thesis. Vāda is thus essentially different in its purpose from jalpa 
and vifquda; for vada is an academical discussion with pupils, 

1 Caraka-samhitā, 1. 11. 8. 
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teachers, fellow-students and persons seeking truth solely for the 
purpose of arriving at right conclusions, and not for fame or gaint, 
Jalpa, on the other hand, is that dispute which a man carries on 
while knowing himself to be in the wrong or unable to defend 
himself properly from his opponents except by trickery and other 
unfair methods of argument. 

Caraka, in 111. 8, says that a medical man should hold discussions 
(sambhasa) with other medical men. Discussion increases zeal for 
knowledge (samharsa), clarifies knowledge, increases the power of 
speech and of achieving fame, removes doubts in the learning 
acquired before and strengthens convictions. In the course of these 
discussions many new things may be learnt, and often out of zeal 
an opponent will disclose the most cherished secret teachings of his 
teachers. These discussions are of two classes, friendly (sandhaya 
sambhāsā) and hostile (vigrhya sambhāsā). A friendly discussion is 
held among wise and learned persons who frankly and sincerely 
discuss questions and give their views without any fear of being 
defeated or of the fallacies of their arguments being exposed. For 
in such discussions, even though there may be the fallacies de- 
scribed, no one would try to take advantage of the other, no one is 
jubilant over the other's defeat and no attempt is made to mis- 
interpret or misstate the other's views. 

Caraka then proceeds to give instructions as to how one should 
behave in an assembly where one has to meet with hostile disputes. 
Before engaging oneself in a hostile discussion with an opponent 
a man ought carefully to consider whether his opponent is inferior 
(para) to him and also the nature of the assembly (parisat) in which 
the discussion is undertaken. A parisat may be learned (jitānavatī) 
or ignorant (müdha), and these again may be friendly (suhrt), 
neutral (udāsīnā), or hostile (pratinivistā). When an opponent is to 
be judged, he is to be judged from two points of view, intellectual 
and moral. Thus, on the one hand, it has to be considered whether 
he is learned and wise, whether he remembers the texts and can 
reproduce them quickly and has powers of speech, and on the 
other hand, whether he is of an irritable temperament, or of a 
fearful nature, etc. A man must carefully consider whether his 
opponent is superior to him in these qualifications or not. 


1 vādam ca nirņaya-phalārthibhir eva sisya-sabrahmacari-gurubhih saha vīta- 
rágaih, na khyāti-lābha-rabhasa-prativardhamāna=spardhānubandha-vidhurātma- 
bhir ārabheta. Nyāya-matījarī, p. 594. 
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No disputes should be undertaken in a hostile assembly; for 
even the best arguments might be misinterpreted. In an ignorant, 
friendly or neutral assembly it is possible to win a debate by pro- 
ceeding tactfully against an opponent who is looked down upon 
by famous or otherwise great persons. In beginning conversations 
with such persons attempts may be made to puzzle them by 
reciting long sūtras and to demoralize or stun them, as it were, 
by jokes, banter and gestures and by using satirical language. 

When a man has to enter into a dispute with his equal, he 
should find out the special point in which his opponent is weak 
and attack him there and should try to corner him in such positions 
as are generally unacceptable to people in general. Caraka then 
proceeds to explain a number of technical terms in connection 
with such disputes. Like the Nyāya, Caraka divides such hostile 
enunciation of a thesis which is sought to be proved, e.g. ‘“The 
purusa is eternal." Sthāpanā is the establishing of a thesis by 
syllogistic reasonings involving propositions with hetu, drstānta, 
upanaya and nigamana. Thus the above thesis (ratijfía), “The 
purusa is eternal," is to be supported by a reason (hetu), " because 
it is uncreated”; by an example (drstanta), “The sky is uncreated 
and it is eternal ” ; by a proposition showing the similarity between 
the subject of the example and the subject of the thesis (upanaya), 
viz. “ Just as the akasais uncreated, so the purusais also uncreated ” ; 
and finally by establishing the thesis (nigamana), “Therefore the 
purusa is eternal.” 

Pratisthāpanā is the attempt to establish a proposition contrary 
to the proposition or the thesis put forth by the opponent. Thus, 
when the thesis of the sthapana is “ Purusa is eternal,” the prati- 
sthapana proposition would be “ Purusa is non-eternal," because 
“it is perceivable by the senses," and "The jug which is per- 
ceptible to the senses is non-eternal,” and “ Purusa is like the jug,” 
so ‘‘ Purusa is nonagternāl.” 

Caraka defines hetu as “the cause of knowledge” (hetur nama 
upalabdhi-karanam), and the cause of knowledge is the pramāņas of 
pratyaksa, anumana, aitihya and aupamya. The definition of hetu 
in the Nyāya-sūtra refers only to the perceived hetu in the 
case of inference, through a similarity or dissimilarity to which a 


1 Tt is@asy to see that Caraka admitted in a syllogism all the five propositions 
that are admitted in the Nyaya-sütra. 
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relation is established by inference'. Here Caraka points out that 
a hetu may be either perceived, inferred or found by analogy or 
from the scriptures, but,in whichever way it may be found, when 
it leads to knowledge, it is called a ketu. Thus, when I say, "The 
hill is fiery, because it smokes ” (parvato vahniman dhūmavattvāt), 
the smoke is the ketu, and it is directly perceived by the eye. But 
when I say, “He is ill, because he is of low digestion," the ketu is 
not directly perceived, but is only inferred; for the fact of one's 
being in low digestion cannot be directly perceived. Again, when 
it is said, “Purusa is eternal, because it is uncreated” (nityah 
purusah a-krtakatvāt), the uncreatedness (a-krtakatva) is the hetu, 
but it is neither perceived, nor inferred, but accepted from the 
testimony of the scriptures. Again, in the proposition, “His face 
is most beautiful, because it has been compared with the moon” 
(asya mukham kāntatamam candropamatvāt), the fact of being com- 
pared with the moon is the hetu and it is known by upama?. Thus 
Caraka's definition of hetu does not really come into conflict with 
that of Gautama: he only says that a hetu may be discovered 
by any of the pramāņas, and, by whichever pramāņa it may be 
discovered, it may be called a hetu, if it is invariably and uncon- 
ditionally (a-vinà-bhava) associated with the major term (sādhya)*. 

Caraka then proceeds to describe uttara, which is in purport 
the same as the jati of the Nyāya-sūtras. When an opponent wants 
to prove a thesis on the basis of a similarity of the subject of the 
thesis with the etu, attempts have to be made to upset the thesis 
by showing its dissimilarity to the hetu. Thus one may say that 
the feeling of cold in a man must be due to his being affected by 
snow, dews, or chilly air, because effects arise from causes similar 
to them; in reply it may be said that effects are dissimilar from 
their causes, since a burning fever may often be an effect of cold‘. 

X udāharaņa-sādharmyāt sādhya-sādhanam hetuh 

tathā vaidharmyāt. Nyāya-sūtra, 1. 1. 34, 35- 

* See Gangàdhara's Jalpa-kalpa-taru, 111. 8. 122. y 

3 hetuš cavinabhava-linga-vacanam yady api, tathapiha linga-pragrāhakāņi 
bratyaksādi-pramāņāny eva yathokta-hetu-mülatvena hetu-sabdenaha. 

Cakrapāņi on Caraka, 11. 8. 6. 25. 


* sādharmya-vaidharmyābhyām pratyavasthānam jātih. Nyāya-sūtra, 1. 2. 18. 
There are twenty-four kinds of this Jàti, e.g. (1-2) sadharmya-vaidharmya-sama, 
(3-8) utkarsāpakarsa-varņyāvarņya-vikalpa-sādhya-sama, (9-10) prāpty-aprāptt- 
sama, (11—12) prasanga-pratidrstanta-sama, (13) anutpatti-sama, (14) samsaya- 
sama, (15) prakaraņa-sama, (16) ahetu-sama, (17) arthāpatti-sama, (18) auisesa- 
sama, (19) upapatti-sama, (20) upalabdhi-sama, (21) anupalabdhi-sama, (22) nitya- 
sama, (23) anitya-sama, (24) kārya-sama. i 4 

Sadharmya-vaidharmya-sama is that in which, when an argument is given on 
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The long list of jātis given in the Nyāya-sūtra and explained 
in the commentaries and in the Nyaya-manijari is not referred to 


the basis of the similarity or dissimilarity to a certain hetu, it is pointed out 
that quite the opposite conclusions may be drawn from other points of similarity 
or dissimilarity with other ketus. Thus, when it is said, “ Sabda is non-eternal, 
because it is produced by an effort, and whatever is produced by an effort is 
non-eternal, as a jug,” it may be answered, “Sabda is eternal, because it is 
partless: a partless entity like the ākāša is found to be eternal; there is no special 
reason why on account of its similarity to a jug sound should be non-eternal, 
and not eternal owing to its similarity to ākāša.”” An escape from the dilemma 
is possible by enquiring as to what may constitute an unconditional and 
invariable (avyabhicari) similarity. 

Utkarsāpakarsa-varņyāvarņya-vikalpa-sādhya-sama is that in which similarity 
is pressed too far. Thus it is urged that, because sound is non-eternal like a jug, 
it must also be visible like a jug, and, if it is not so, it cannot be non-eternal 
like a jug. Moreover, it may be said that the reason why sound is expected 
to be non-eternal like a jug is that the former is produced by an effort 
(prayatnāntarīyaka). But things which are produced by efforts differ in many 
of their qualities; thus a cloth is soft, and a jug is hard, though both of them 
are produced by effort; so it may be argued that, though sabda is as much a 
product of effort as a jug, it may not agree with the jug in being non-eternal. 
Moreover, instead of arguing that sound is like a jug, it may as well be 
argued that a jug is like sound; so that the status of the jug is as uncertain as 
sound itself (yadi yathā ghatas tathā sabdah praptam tarhi yathā sabdah tathā 
ghata iti šabda$ cānityatayā sadhya iti ghato 'pi sādhya eva syād anyathā hi na tena 
tulyo bhavet-—Nyāya-mafijarī, p. 624). In answer to these kinds of fault-finding 
the proper argument is that no similarity should be extended beyond its limits, 
and an example (drstānta) should not be considered to have the same status as 
a probandum (sādhya); for an example is that which is already agreed upon 
among the disputants and the common people (laukika-paritksakanam yasminn 
arthe buddhi sāmyam sa drstantah), 

Prāpty-aprāpti-sama is that in which it is urged that, if the ketu and the 
probandum are together, they cannot be distinguished from each other; if they 
are separate, hetu cannot lead us to the sadhya. The answer to this is that a 
hetu can produce an effect either by direct contact (e.g. the rope and the stick 
in contact with clay produce a jug) or from a distance (e.g. the syena sacrifice 
can destroy an enemy from a distance). j n 

Prasanga: sama is that in which a reason for the hetu is asked. Thus, if the 
character of immediately following an effort (prayatnantartyakatva) is the cause 
of non-eternality, what can establish the prayatnāntarīyakatva of a jug, etc.? 
"The answer to this is that a reason is necessary only for that which is not directly 
experienced as being evident in itself. That a jug immediately follows the efforts 
that produce it is directly experienced and does not require any argument or 
reason to establish it, as no light is required to see a burning lamp. , 

Drstānta-sama is'that in which from the same hetu two different conclusions 
are seen to result. Tus it may be said that both the jug and ākāša have 
the character of immediately following an effort (e.g. as by digging new space 
is produced in underground wells which before the effort of digging were solid 
earth without space—Aüpa-khanana-prayatnanantaram tad-upalambhát—and this 
character is therefore to be regarded as prayatnāntariyaka); yet, as a jug is 
non-eternal and ēkāša eternal, so sabda, though it immediately follows an effort, 
is eternal. The answer is that, if such an opposite conclusion is drawn, a separate 
hetu has to be given, which is not done in the present case. — — d 

If sound is non-eternal, it must possess the character of coming into existence 
immediatfly after an effort that produces it; but how can it possess that character 
before being produced or coming into existence? If it cannot at that stage 
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by Caraka; nor does the technical name of jāti find any place in 
Caraka's description of it. If these elaborate descriptions of jati 


possess that character, it must be eternal, since the cause of its non-eternality is 
absent. This objection is called anutpatti-sama. The reply is that, unless the sound 
is in existence, its eternality or non-eternality cannot be discussed. If it is 
non-existent, of what is the eternality to be affirmed by the opponent? 

Again, it may be argued that fabda has prayatnāntarīyakatva, and therefore 
it may be expected to be non-eternal ; it is perceived by the senses, and therefore 
it may be expected to be eternal, like so many other sensible objects. This doubt 
is called saméaya-sama. A doubt remains a doubt only so long as the special 
features which remove a doubt are not discovered. Though a man may have 
many qualities in common with a post, the doubt cannot remain when the 
special features of a man (e.g. his having a head and hands and feet) are known. 

Prakaraņa-sama is that in which an entity is equally related to hetus, so that 
no one conclusion can properly be drawn. Thus, sound has both prayatndnta- 
rīyakatva and niravayavatva (partlessness). Though, according to the first, it 
may be said to be non-eternal, according to the second it may be said to be 
eternal; so it is eternal. The answer is that the second hetu cannot be pressed 
as leading to a conclusion, because the first also is admitted to exist. 

Ahetu-sama is the objection that there can be no argument from a hetu; for, 
if there is no sádhya (probandum), what is it that the hetu produces? and again, 
if there is no hetu before the sādhya, how can the sddhya be produced? So, 
as hetu is only a concomitant of sddhya, no inference is possible from it. 
"The answer is that it is quite possible that from the previously existing hetu 
the non-existing sádhya should be produced. Arthāpatti-sama is where, for 
example, owing to the fact that sound is partless, it appears to be similar to 
ākāša and hence by implication to be eternal. This is against the previous 
thesis that it is non-eternal owing to its being prayatndntariyaka. Avisesa-sama 
is the objection, that if on account of having the same characteristic of pra- 
yatnāntarīyakatva, sabda and ghata are said to be equally non-eternal, then, 
owing to all things having the same quality of existence (sattā), they are all the 
same. The answer to this is that equality in one respect does not mean equality 
in all respects. 

Upapatti-sama is where a jug may be expected to be non-eternal owing 
to its prayatnāntarīyakatva and eternal owing to its being partless like ākāša. 
Upalabdhi-sama is where it is urged that, when by a terrible storm a tree 
is broken, there is sound which is not the result of any human effort (prayatnānta- 
riyakatva), and yet it is non-eternal; again, lightning is not the result of human 
effort, still it is non-eternal. The answer is that the concomitance is between 
prayatnāntarīyakatva and non-eternality and not between non-eternality and 
brayatnāntarīyakatva; so that all that is produced by human effort is non- 
eternal, but not vice-versa. It should also be noted that by prayatnantariyakatva 
emphasis is laid on the fact that all things that possess this character are pro- 
duced. Anitya-sama is an objection where it is urged, for example, that, 
if on account of the similarity of sound to a jug, the former is non-eternal, 
then, since in some way or other all things in the world must have some simi- 
larity to a jug, all things must be non-eternal. The nitya-sama objection runs 
as follows: Is non-eternality in sound non-eternal or eternal? If the latter, then 
in order that an eternal quality may abide in it, sound itself must be eternal. 
If the former, then on some occasions at least sound must be eternal. 

The kārya-sama objection suggests that prayatnantariyakatva leads to pro- 
duction in two ways, either by bringing into existence that which was 
non-existent, or by removing the veil from something which was in a veiled 
condition, and it remains undecided what sort of prayatnāntarīyakatva applies 
to a. » 

"The above interpretations are all based on Jayanta's Nyaya-mafjart. 
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were known to Caraka, it is unlikely that he should have passed 
them over without referring to them. 

An example (drstānta) is that on which the common folk and 
the learned are of the same opinion, since examples involve facts 
which are perceived by all and known to all, e.g. the fire is hot, 
water is liguid, the earth is firm. A siddhānta, or conclusion, is 
that to which one could arrive after a searching enguiry and 
demonstration by proper reasons. This siddhanta is of four kinds, 
viz. (1) sarva-tantra-siddhānta, or conclusions accepted by all, e.g. 
“There are causes of diseases; there are diseases; curable ones 
can be cured”; (2) prati-tantra-siddhanta, or conclusions which are 
not accepted by all, but are limited to particular books or persons: 
e.g. some say that there are eight rasas, others say that there are 
six; some say that there are five senses, others, that there are six; 
(3) adhikarana-siddhanta, or conclusions which being accepted 
or proved, other conclusions also become proved or accepted: 
e.g. if it is proved that emancipated souls do not reap the fruits 
of karma, as they are without any desire, then the doctrine of the 
suffering of the fruits of karma, emancipation, the existence of 
soul and existence after death will have to be considered as refuted; 
(4) abhyupagama-siddhanta, or conclusions which are accepted 
only for the sake of an argument, and which are neither examined 
critically nor considered as proved?. 

Sabda is a collection of letters which may be of four kinds, viz. 
(1) drstartha—of experienced purport (e.g. “The dosas lose their 
equilibrium through three causes"); (2) adrstartha—of unper- 
ceivable purport (e.g. '* There is after-life; there is emancipation”) ; 
(3) satya, or truth, that which tallies with facts (e.g. “There is 
Āyur-veda; there are means for curing curable diseases "); (4) anrta, 
the opposite of truth, untruth?. Samsaya, or doubt, occurs with 
reference to things about which no certainty is attained. Thus 
those who are unhealthy and inactive die soon, whereas those who 
are healthy and active live a long life. So there is a doubt whether 
in this world death happens timely or untimely. Prayojana, or the 
object of action, is that for which anything is begun. Thus one 
may think that, if there is untimely death, I shall form healthy 
habits and leave off unhealthy habits, so that untimely death may 


1 All these siddhāntas occur under the same names in the Nydya-siitra, 


I. 1. 28, 29, 30, 31. v E 
2 'Thedirst two divisions, drstārtha and adrstārtha, occur in the Nyāya-sūtra, 
1. 1. 8, sa dvividho drstadrstarthatvat. 
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not touch me!. Sa-vyabhicāra means variability, e.g. “This may 
or may not be a medicine for this disease?." Žijūāsā means ex- 
perimenting ; a medicine is to be advised after proper experiments 
(jijūāsā). Vyavasaya means decision (miscaya), e.g. “This is a 
disease due to predominance of vàyu; this is the medicine for this 
disease." Ariha-prāptiis the same as the well-known arthapatti, or 
implication, when on making a statement, some other thing which 
was not said becomes also stated; it is a case of implication, e.g. 
the statement, ‘‘This disease cannot be cured by allowing the 
patient to take his normal food and drink," implies that it can be 
cured by fasting, or, if it is said, “He should not eat during the 
day," this means that '* He should eat during the night?."" Sambhava 
is the source from which anything springs, e.g. the six dhātus may 
be considered as the sambhava of the foetus; wrong diet, of disease; 
and right course of treatment, of health. 

Anuyojya means a faulty answer which omits such details as 
should have been given in the answer, e.g. “This disease can be 
cured by purificatory action”; such an answer is faulty, as it does 
not state whether the purification should be made by vomiting 
or purging. Ananuyojya is what is different from anuyojya. 
Anuyoga is a question put by a learned man in a discussion as an 
enquiry about the reason for a thesis put forward by a learned 
colleague: e.g. a learned man says, “‘ Purusa is eternal,” and another 
learned man asks, ‘‘ What is the reason?” Such a question is called 
anuyoga. A counter-question, such as **What is the reason for 
your asking such a question?” is called praty-anuyoga. 

Vakya-dosa, or faulty statement, is of five kinds, viz. nyūna, 
adhika, anarthaka, aparthaka and viruddha. Nyūna, or the fault 
of omission, is that in which any of the five propositions necessary 
for a syllogism is omitted. It may also be applied to those cases in 
which, when a statement has to be supported by a number of 


1 Prayojana, which means pleasure and pain, is referred to in the Nyaya- 
sūtra, 1. 1. 1, though it is nowhere critically examinéd. It is explained by 
Vātsyāyana as that which goads men to action (yena prayuktah pravartate). 
Uddyotakara explains it as the realization of pleasure and the fear of pain (sukha- 
prāpti-duhkha-hāni). 5 

* anaikantikah sa-vyabhicārah. Nyāya-sūtra, 1. 2. 5. E.g. “sound is eternal 
because it is untouchable; but untouchability does not lead to eternality, since 
e teuche atoms are eternal, whereas untouchable thoughts are short- 
lived. 

3 Cakrapāņi says that Caraka does not think that artha-prāpti is a separate 
pramāņa; according to him it is a case of inference, and hence is not included 
in the list of pramāņas. 


T 
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reasons, only one is offered and others are omitted, materially 
affecting the strength of the support of the original statement. Thus 
several reasons are given in support of the eternality of purusa, 
viz. beginninglessness, not being the product of any effort, un- 
changeableness, etc. Proposing to give all these reasons, and giving 
only one, is an instance of nyana. Adhika is where, when Āyur- 
veda is being discussed, the opponent makes irrelevant references 
to learned works on politics or the art of government. It may also 
mean cases where words or statements are needlessly repeated. 
Such a repetition is of two kinds, verbal repetition and sense 
repetition. Verbal repetition is the repetition of the same word, 
while the other is the repetition of the sense only, though different 
words may be used. Anarthaka and aparthaka mean the use of 
meaningless and unconnected words or expressions. Viruddha, or 
contrary statement, means the making of a statement contrary 
to the example (drstanta-viruddha) or the accepted conclusion 
(siddhanta), e.g. cold water is hot, for so is fever; or when a 
medical man (vaidya) says that medicine does not cure diseases. 

Samaya-viruddha is the making of any statement against the 
accepted conclusions of any particular šāstra. Thus, for example, 
if a Mīmāmsaka says that animals should not be sacrificed, it will 
be against his accepted doctrine that animals should be sacrificed, 
Or, if in any system of philosophy treating of emancipation (moksa- 
šāstra) it be said that injury to living beings is good, then this is 
against the accepted tenet of that sastra. Vākya-prašamsā is that 
kind of statement in which the faults mentioned above in vakya- 
dosa do not occur. 

Chala means a rejoinder in which the statement of the opponent 
is wilfully misinterpreted. It is of two kinds, vak-chala and samanya- 
chala. The word nava means “nine” as well as “new,” and if, 
when one says about one’s opponent, “This physician is nava- 
tantra” (has newly learnt his texts), and the opponent replies, 
“T have not nine ģext-books, I have one text," the other person 
objects, “I do not say you have nine texts, I say that you are 
navābhyasta-tantra” (have newly learnt the texts), navābkyasta- 
tantra might also mean “read nine times”; and then the opponent 
might well say, “ I have several times read the texts, and not nine 
times, as you say." This is an example of vāk-chala. 

Agaip, when a physician says “Medicine cures diseases,” the 
opponent may take the most general characteristics of the terms 


Dn 25 
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and say that the above statement comes to this, that an existent 
entity cures another existent entity; and, if this is so, then, since 
bronchitis exists (san kāsah) and consumption exists (san ksayah), 
bronchitis, being an existent entity, must cure another existent 
entity, consumption. This is called samanya-chala!. 

Fallacies (a-hetu) are of three kinds, prakarana-sama, samšaya- 
sama and varņya-sama*. Prakaraņa-sama is where that which 


1 Chala is treated in the Nyāya-sūtra exactly on the same lines as here. 
Thus the definition of chala there (Nyāya-sūtra, 1. 2. 10) is vacana-vighāto ’rtha- 
vikalpopapattyā chalam (to attack one's speech by a wilful misinterpretation 
of it is chala). This is divided into three classes, vāk-chala, sāmānya-chala and 
upacāra-chala; of these vāk-chala is exactly the same as in Caraka-samhita, 
and so also the sāmānya-chala (because a Brahman is well-read in scriptures, 
a vrātya (outcast Brahman) is also well-read, because he also is a Brahman in 
some sense). Upacāra-chala, which, however, resembles vāk-chala, is not men- 
tioned in the Caraka-samhitā. Its definition in the Nydya-sütra, 1.2. 14,is dharma- 
vikalpa-nirdeše 'rtha-sad-bhāva-pratisedha upacāra-chalam (to make one’s state- 
ment impossible by taking it in one sense, say the primary, when the secondary 
one was intended). Thus, if it is said, “This porter is an ass,” it may be objected 
that the porter, being a man, cannot at the same time be an ass. Gautama, 
however, tentatively raises the objection that chalas should be regarded as three 
in number and not two, taking upacāra-chala within sāmānya-chala. This 
means a criticism in view of Caraka's division of chala into two classes. For 
Gautama argues that, if on account of some similarity upacāra-chala should be 
included within sāmānya-chala, and chalas should be counted as being of two 
kinds instead of three, then for the very same reason of similarity chalas may 
as well be regarded as being of one kind instead of two. So, in view of the specific 
differences that exist between the chalas, they should be regarded as being of 
three kinds. 

2 Nyāya-sūtra, 1. 2. 4, describes the fallacies (hetv-abhdsa) as of five kinds, 
sa-vyabhicāra, viruddha, prakarana-sama, sādhya-sama and kālātīta. 

Sa-vyabhicāra hetu is that which has no invariable concomitance with the 
probandum, e.g. sound is eternal because it is untouchable, and that which is 
touchable is non-eternal, like a jug. But untouchability has no invariable 
concomitance with eternality; for an atom is touchable and at the same time 
eternal, and thoughts (buddhi) are untouchable and at the same time non-eternal. 

Viruddha hetu is where the reason (hetu) demolishes the very theory 
on which its security depends, e.g. this changeable world (vikāro) disappears 
(vyakter apaiti), because it is non-eternal (nityatva-pratisedhát) ; but, though it 
disappears (apeto 'pi), yet it exists (asti), because it is not destructible (vināša- 
pratisedhāt). Now a thing which is non-eternal cannot but be destructible. 
Destructibility and eternality cannot abide together. 

Prakarana-sama is where two opposite hetus exist in a thing, so that 
nothing can be affirmed by either of them. Thus it may he argued with as much 
force that “sound is eternal, because it has in it the qualities of eternal things, 
as that “sound is non-eternal, because it has in it the qualities of non-eternal 
things”; so no conclusion can be drawn from either of these hetus. , 

Sadhya-sama is where the hetu itself remains to be proved. Thus in the 
argument, “shadow is a substance because it moves," the movability of shadows 
is a doubtful point and is itself in need of proof. Does a shadow move like 
a man, or is it that because the covering entity moves that at different places the 
light is veiled and this gives rise to the formation of shadows at different places? 

Kālātīta is where the hetus in the case of the accepted exampl» and the 
case to be proved vary, because in the latter case the hetu is not properly a 
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is given as the hetu remains to be proved. Thus, when it is said 
that, since the self is different from the body, it is eternal, and 
| because the body is unconscious it is non-eternal, it may be urged 
(as by the Cārvāka school of philosophers) that both the points, 
viz. that the self is different from the body and that the body is 
not endowed with consciousness, which are offered as the hetu, 
are themselves to be proved; for according to the Cārvākas the 
body is endowed with consciousness and is non-eternal. A re- 
ference to the footnote below shows that this prakarana-sama is 
different from the prakaraņa-sama of the Nyāya-sūtra. Samšaya- 
sama is that in which that which is the cause of doubt is offered 
as the hetu for a particular conclusion, e.g. This person quotes a 
passage from Ayur-veda—is he or is he not a physician? Even a 
man who is not a physician might have heard a passage somewhere 
and quoted it. Now, therefore, quoting a passage from Āyur-veda 
leaves us in doubt as to the man's being a physician or not. If 
this itself is offered as the ketu for a particular conclusion and if 
it is said, “ He is a physician because he has quoted a passage from 
Āyur-veda,” it becomes a case of samšaya-sama. Gautama speaks 
of samšaya-sama as an instance of jāti; but the former is a case 
where a doubt is not removed because of the fact that the thing 
about which anything is affirmed possesses two opposite qualities, 
so that no affirmation can be made on the strength of any of these 
characteristics. Here, however, samsaya-sama is used in the sense 
that what is itself doubtful is adduced as the reason for a 
particular conclusion. |: 
Varņya-sama is where an affirmation is made about a thing 
on the strength of another affirmation which itself remains to 
be proved and is hence in the same condition as the previous 
affirmation, e.g. ‘‘Buddhi is non-eternal, like sound, as it is un- 
touchable, like the latter." But the non-eternality of sound stands 
as much in need of proof as that of buddhi, and the former affirma- 
tion cannot be made on the basis of the latter. This fallacy is 


hetu; for the hetu and sadhya exist in two successive moments and are therefore 
not concomitant; but in the former case they are concomitant and simultaneous, 
e.g. sound is eternal, because it is manifested, like colour, owing to a particular 
contact, like light, being manifested by the contact of a stick and a Cun just 
as colour is manifested by the contact of light with a thing. But the similarity 
fails; for, while colour is manifested simultaneously with the contact of light n 
the things sound is heard at a moment different from that at which actua 
contact of the stick and the drum takes place. 
25-2 
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similar to the jāti called sadhya-sama and the fallacy sadhya-sama 
of Gautama already described in the footnotes to page 386. 

Atīta-kāla is that in which that which should be said first is 
said later, e.g. the thesis, or pratijna, should be stated first and the 
conclusion, or nigamana, last; if instead the nigamana is stated first 
and the pratijfia after, then we have the fault of kālātīta. 

Upalambha (criticism) is the finding fault with the Zetus, also 
called a-hetu, as described above, or hetv-abhasas. Parihara (reply) 
means the reply given to the objections pointed out by an opponent; 
e.g. theself is eternal, since so long as it remains in the body it shows 
signs of life, and, when it is away, though the body still remains 
the same, yet there is no sign of life; therefore the self is different 
from the body and is eternal. Pratijūā-kāni (to give up one's 
thesis) is where, being cornered by the opponent, one is forced to 
give up one's original thesis. Thus one may start with the thesis 
that purusa is eternal, but, being cornered, one may give it up and 
say that purusa is not eternal. Abhyanujiia (to bring a counter- 
charge) is that in which a disputant, instead of refuting the charge 
brought against him by his opponent, charges his opponent with 
the same defects’. Hetv-antara (dodging with a wrong reason) is 
where, when the cause of some root fact (prakrti) is asked, the 
reply refers to the cause of the modifications or manifestations 
(vikrti) of that root fact*. Arthāntara (wrong answer) is where, 
when the definition of one thing (e.g. fever) is asked, a definition 
of another thing (e.g. diabetes) is given?. Nigraha-sthana is where, 
in a learned assembly, a statement, though thrice repeated, is not 
understood by the opponent. Caraka counts among the nigraha- 
sthanas many of the cases which have already been enumerated 
and described. Thus he counts pratijnia-hani, abhyanujfia, kālātīta, 
a-hetu, nyūna, atirikta, vyartha, aparthaka, punar-ukta, viruddha, 
hetv-antara, arthāntara*, 


1 This corresponds to matànujfia of the Nyāya-sūtra, v. 1. 42. 

2 [n Nyāya-sūtra, v. 2. 6, we hear of a hetv-antara, but that seems to be 
different from this. The significance of ketv-antara, as'it stands there, may be 
illustrated as follows. An adherent of Sāmkhya says that all this world of things 
is derived from one root cause, because all these are limited and whatever is 
limited is derived from one root cause. This may be refuted by pointing out that 
there are many limited things which are derived from more than one root cause. 
"To this the Samkhya adherent replies that only those which are associated with 
pleasure and pain and ignorance are to be regarded as proceeding from one 
root cause; but this is an addition which was not contained in the original thesis. 

2 This is also mentioned in the Nyāya-sūtra, v. 2. 7. > E 

4 The nigraha-sthünos mentioned in the Ny īya-sūtra, v.2. 1, arethe following: 
pratijna-hani, pratijūāntara, pratijūā-virodha, pratijia-sannyasa, hetv-antara, 
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After this Caraka further describes the ten categories, a know- 
ledge of which he thinks is very necessary for a mastery of the 
subject-matter of Āyur-veda. These are kāraņa (the agent or the 
mover), karaņa (the instrument necessary for an agent to bring 
about an effort), kārya-yoni (the material cause by the modification 
of which effects are produced), kārya (that for the production of 
Which the mover makes his effort), karya-phala (that for which a 
particular effect is intended by the agent), anubandha (the good 
or bad result which attaches itself to the doer after the produc- 
tion of the effect), deša (place), kala (the seasons, days, etc.), 
pravriti (the effort and the action needed for the production 
of the effect) and upaya (the passivity and special aptitude 
of the agent, the instrument and the material cause which can 
make the effect possible). The physician is the cause (kāraņa), 
the medicines the instruments (karaņa); the want of equilibrium 
of the dhatus the kārya-yoni; the restoration of the equilibrium 
of the dhatus the kārya; the happy state of body and mind 
the kārya-phala; length of life, anubandha; the place and the 
diseased person, desa; the year and the condition of the diseased 
person, kala; the efforts of the physician, pravrtti; the qualifi- 
cations of the physician, the qualities of the medicine, etc., 
upaya. 

It may be pointed out in this connection that the Uttara-tantra 
of Sušruta also mentions thirty-two technical terms helpful to 
physicians in refuting the statements of hostile critics and in estab- 
lishing their own points, which are called tantra-yukti!. These are 
said to be adhikarana, yoga, padartha, hetv-artha, uddeša, nirdeša, 
upadeša, apadeša, pradeša, atideša, apavarja, vākya-šega, arthapatti, 
viparyaya, prasanga, ekānta, anekānta, pūrva-paksa, nirnaya, anu- 
mata, vidhāna, anāgatāveksaņa, atikrāntāveksaņa, samšaya, vyà- 
khyāna,sva-samjūā, nirvacana,nidaršana, niyoga,samuccayā, vikalpa 
and ghya. But these technical terms are maxims for the interpre- 
tation of textual topics, like the maxims of Mīmāmsā, and are not 
points of dispute or logical categories. It is said that these maxims 
are like the sun to a group of lotuses, or like a lamp to a house, 


arthāntara, nirarthaka, avijūātārtha, apārthaka, aprāpta-kāla, nyūna, adhika, 
bunar-ukta, ananubhāsana, ajiiāna, apratibha, viksepa, matāmujītā, paryanuyojyo- 
bekseņa, niranuyojyānuyoga, apa-siddhānta, hetv-ābhāsa. Many of these, however, 
are not mentioned by Caraka. Ns k 

1 asad-eàdi-prayuktanam vākyānām pratisedhanam sva-vākya-siddhir api ca 
kriyate tantra-yuktitah. Susruta-samhita, Uttara-tantra, 65. 5. 
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for the illumination or the expression of the subject of discourse!. 
"This remark very much resembles the remark of Vātsyāyana that 
ūnvīksikī (logic) is like a light to all sciences (pradipah sarva-vi- 
dyānām). But the difference between tantra-yukti and ānvīksikī is 
this, that, while the former refers to the laws of thought, the latter 
refers to technical modes of expression in medical science in 
general and in the Susruta-samhità in particular. They therefore 
refer to the ways of deducing the inner meaning or intention of 
the medical texts from their abbreviated forms of expression. Thus, 
when one reads in the text, “about rasa or dosa,” and nothing else 
is said, one understands that this style of expression signifies thet 
it is an adhikarana (topic of discourse) and that something is going 
to be related about rasa or dosa, though it is not explicitly so stated. 
Now the maxim (tantra-yukti) of yoga means that the verb at a 
distant part of the sentence may be joined with its relevant case 
in another part of the sentence?. The maxim of padārtha means 
that, when a word having two or more senses is used, then that 
meaning alone has to be accepted which suits the previous and 
the later contexts. Thus, when it is said in a medical text that we 
shall now describe the origin of the Veda, then only Āyur-veda is 
to be meant and not Rg, Yajus or Atharva. The maxim of hetv-artha 
illustrates the condition of invisible things by visible and known 
examples. Thus it is said that, just as a muddy ball becomes dis- 
solved and sticky through water, so do milk and other drugs dissolve 
a boil by their application. The maxim of uddeša is the method of 
briefly touching a subject without going into details. Thus, when 
one says “disease” (falya), it means both internal and external 
diseases without any kind of specification. The maxim of nirdeša 
is the method of describing a thing in detail. The maxim of upadesa 
is the method of giving a general instruction. Thus it is said that 
one should not sit up at night nor sleep during the day. This is, 
however, only a general instruction which has its exceptions. The 
1 yathāmbuja-vanasyārkaļ pradīpo vešmano yathās 
prabodhyasya prakāšārthas tathā tantrasya yuktayah. 
Susruta-samhità, Uttara-tantra, 65.7. 
2 tailam pivec cāmrta-vallī-nimba-himsrābhayā-vrksaka-pippalībhih 
siddham balābhyām ca sa-devadāru hitāya nityam gala gania ue. s 

In the above verse it is enjoined that a particular medical decoction is to be 
made with a number of drugs which are to be boiled (siddham), and this boiled 
decoction has to be drunk (pivet). But the word pivet is in the first line and the 


word siddham is in the third line, and it is allowed that these #wo distant 
words may be combined (yoga). 
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maxim of apadesa is the method of showing the reasons of things. 
Thus it is said that phlegm (slesman) increases through the taking 
of sweet things (madhurena slesma. 'bhivardhate). The maxim of 
pradeša is the analogy by which a present difficulty is solved 
in the way in which a past difficulty was solved (prakrtasya 
atikrāntena sādhanam pradesah). Thus it may be said that, since 
this has cured Devadatta in this way in the past, it would also cure 
Yajfiadatta in a similar way now. The maxim of atideša is that of 
anticipating a future event from a present indication or prognosti- 
cation. Thus from the fact of the increase of uprising wind in a 
man's system it may be predicted that he will have a specific 
bowel-disease (udāvarta). The maxim of apavarja consists in 
allowing exceptions to general directions (e.g. cases of poisoning 
should not be fomented, except in the case of poisoning through 
the bites of insects). The maxim of vakya-sesa consists in supplying 
an idea suggested by the context, but not expressly mentioned. 
Thus when it is said “of the head, hands, feet, sides, back, belly, 
heart," it is the whole man that is to be understood though it is 
not expressly stated in the context. That which is understood, by 
implication, though not directly mentioned, is called the maxim of 
arthapatti. Thus, when a man says “I shall eat rice,” it is under- 
stood that he is not thirsty, but hungry. The maxim of viparyaya 
is that by virtue of which from a positive or a negative assertion its 
contrary is asserted also, e.g. when it is said that those who are lean, 
weak and of fearful temperament are difficult to be cured. The 
maxim of prasanga is that by virtue of which allusion is made to 
things repeatedly described in another chapter. The maxim of 
ekānta allows of affirming a specific action of things unexception- 
ably (e.g. madana fruit induces vomiting, i.e. under all circum- 
stances). The maxim of anekānta is that by virtue of which one 
understands that different opinions prevail on a particular subject. 
Thus some teachers think that substances are the most important, 
while others think that rasa is so; others, again, think that the 
inner essence (virya) is the most important, while still others think 
that chemical action through digestion (vipaka) is so. The maxims 
of pūrva-paksa and uttara-paksa allow of discussing a matter in the 
form of question and answer. The maxim of anumata is that by 
virtue of which it is to be understood that, when the opinion of 
other authorities is referred to and not contradicted, it is signified 
that it i$ approved. The maxim of vidhana is that by virtue of 
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which one understands that, when certain descriptions follow 
certain enumerations, the former are to be taken in the order in 
which the latter are related. The maxim of anagatüveksana allows 
of leaving certain things for future description and elaboration, 
and atikrāntāveksaņa permits alluding to things described before 
(e.g. it is said in the Sloka-sthana that this matter will be de- 
scribed in the Cikitsa chapter, and about another matter it may 
be said in the Crkitsa chapter that it has been described in the 
Sloka-sthana). The maxim of samšaya allows a way of statement 
which may create doubt and confusion in the mind of the reader. 
The method of elaborate description is called wyakhyana. The 
method of using words in a sense different from what they have in 
other literatures is called sva-samjnd, i.e. technical use (e.g. mithuna 
in Ayur-veda means honey and clarified butter). A definition is 
called nirvacana. The maxim of nidaršana allows of describing 
anything after the analogy of other things. Thus it may be said 
that, just as fire in a room grows bigger and bigger with wind, 
so does a boil grow with vāta, pitta and kapha. Niyoga means a 
direction (e.g. “only what is good to the system is to be taken”). 
Samuccaya means the taking of two or more things together as 
having equal value. Vikalpa is the method of giving alternative 
or optional directions. Ohya is the maxim by which things which 
are apparent from the context can be understood. 

It is easy to see that of these thirty-two maxims some are ways 
of interpreting ideas, others are ways of interpreting the arrange- 
ment and manner of textual words and their connections, while 
there are others which are but descriptions of specific peculiarities 
of style. The redactor (Nagarjuna) says that he has collected all 
these maxims as general principles of textual understanding, and 
he calls them fabda-nyayàrtha, i.e. the meaning of the maxims of 
verbal interpretation, 


Did Logic Originate in the Discussions 
of Ayur-veda Physicians? 


Dr Mahāmahopādhyāya Satish Chandra Vidyabhusan in his 
History of Indian Logic supposes without adducing any reason that 
the Caraka-samhita gives a summary of the principal doctrines of 
Anviksiki, possibly as propounded by Medhatithi Gautama. He 
further says that the doctrines of Anviksiki evidently did hot con- 
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stitute a part of the original Ayur-veda of Punarvasu Ātreya, and 
that these doctrines seem to have been incorporated into the 
Caraka-samhita by the redactor Caraka, in whose time they were 
widely known and studied. Dr Vidyabhusan's theory is that both 
Caraka and Aksapáda borrowed the Nyāya doctrines from Medhi- 
tithi Gautama, but, while Caraka accepted them in their crude 
forms, Aksapáda pruned them thoroughly before they were assimi- 
lated in the Nydya-sittra’, 

But Dr Vidyabhusan's Medhātithi Gautama is more or less a 
mythical person, and there is no proof that he ever wrote anything, 
or that Caraka borrowed anything from a Medhātithi Gautama, 
or that the Nyāya doctrines found in the Caraka-samhita were not 
contained in the original treatise of Agnivesa, now lost, Dr Vidya- 
bhusan refers to the evidence of a number of works, such as the 
Kusumātījali, Naisadha-carita and Nyāya-sūtra-ortti, which refer 
to Gautama as being the founder of Anviksiki. But none of these 
authorities are earlier than the tenth century. He refers also to the 
authority of the Padma-purāņa, Skanda-purāņa and Gandharva- 
tantra, none of which can be regarded as a work of any considerable 
antiquity, Vātsyāyana himself refers to Aksapada as the person to 
whom Nyāya (the science of Logic) revealed itself*, Uddyotakara 
also refers to Aksapáda as the utterer of the Nydya-fdstra, and so 
also does Vácaspati?. There is therefore absolutely no reason why 
the original authorship of Nyàya should be attributed toa Gautama, 
as against Akgapāda, on evidence which cannot be traced to any 
period earlier than the tenth century and which is collected from 
Purāņa sources directly contradicted by the earliest Nyāya au- 
thorities. The Nydya-fastra, therefore, cannot be traced on the 
evidence of the earliest Nyāya authorities to any earlier Gautama; 
for, had this been so, it would certainly have been mentioned 

x Hà |, pp. Mahāmabopādhyāva Satish 
Chanda Vilribhusen, Colors Univer, spa. 
dese "Mopádgm rim nyäyah adatām varam 
tarya Vátrydyana idam LAA ES 


Dr Vidyabhusan's translation of it as "The Ny&ys philosophy itself 
abimambunikomi- o 
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by either Vatsyayana, Uddyotakara or Vacaspati. Jayanta also 
attributes the elaborate Nyaya work to Aksapada and does not 
seem to know that this elaborate treatise, the Nyaya-sütra, was 
based on the teachings of an earlier authority’. If any such 
authorities were known, they would certainly have been men- 
tioned for the dignity and the prestige of the Sastra. Gautama is 
an old name, and we find it attached to one of the Rsis of the 
Rg-veda (1. 62. 78. 85; 1v. 4); he is mentioned in the Satapatha- 
brahmana (1. 4. 1.105 III. 3. 4. 19, etc.); in the Taittiriya-pratisakhya 
(1. 5), in the Asvalayana-srauta-siitra (1. 3; 11. 6, etc.) and in other 
similar older works; but nowhere is he spoken of as being the 
author of the Nydya-sdstra. Gautama is also mentioned in the 
Mahā-bhārata several times, but nowhere is he referred to as the 
author of the Nyāya-šāstra. The passage of the Maha-bharata on 
which Dr Vidyabhusan bases his theory of a Medhatithi Gautama 
does not say that Medhātithi was the author of Ānvīksikī or Nyaya, 
nor does it say that Medhatithi and Gautama were identical 
persons?. The name Gautama is a patronymic, and the passage of 
the Mahā-bhārata referred to by Dr Vidyabhusan clearly means 
that the highly wise Medhatithi of the Gautama race was engaged 
in asceticism. This is corroborated by the fact that the passage of 
Bhāsa referred to by Dr Vidyabhusan mentions Medhātithi as a 
teacher of Nyaya-sastra and does not call him Gautama, nor does 
it say that Medhātithi was the originator of Nyāya*. Dr Vidya- 
bhusan’s theory, therefore, of Medhatithi Gautama being the 
originator of the Nyaya-sastra falls down like a house of cards. His 
identification of Medhatithi Gautama’s birthplace as Mithila, his 
ascertainment of his date, his identification of Persian references 
to Medhatithi Gautama and his so-styled references to Medhatithi 
Gautama in the Ariguttara-nikāya and the Brahma-jala-sutta are 
no less fictitious‘. The Gautama tradition of Nyaya need not be 
followed; but it may incidentally be mentioned that an Atreya 
Gautama, who is described as being Samkhya (probably in the 
sense of wise, philosopher, or learned), is counted in the list of the 


3 Aksapāda-praņīto hi vitato Nyāya-pādapah. 
Opening lines of the Nyāya-matijarī of Jayantabhatta (A.D. 880). 
> Medhátithir mahā-prājño Gautamas tapasi sthitah 


vimrśya tena kālena patnyāh samsthyā-vyatikramam. Mes 
Mahā-bhārata, Santi-parva, 265. 45, Vangavasi edition. 
3 Medhatither Nyāya-šāstram (having learnt Nyāya-šāstra from Medhātithi). 
Bhāsa's Pratimā-nātaka, Act v, p. 79. M. M. Ganapati Sastri's edition. 
* History of Indian Logic, by Dr Satish Chandra Vidyabhusan, pp. 17-21- 
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sages who assembled together to discover the causes and remedies 
of diseases; side by side with this Atreya, another Atreya is also 
mentioned as bhiksu Atreya!. A number of sages are mentioned 
in the Caraka-samhitā as persons who discussed the problem of 
the rise of diseases and how they could be removed. Among these 
Bharadvaja volunteered to proceed to Indra to learn from him 
the science of healing. Indra instructed him in the subject, being 
learned in the three subjects of the (ketu) causes (of diseases), 
knowledge of the (liriga) signs (of diseases) and the knowledge of 
medicines, Bharadvaja, having learnt this elaborate science in 
three divisions, repeated it to the sages in exactly the same manner 
in which he learnt it. After this it is said that Punarvasu taught 
Āyur-veda to his six disciples, Agniveša, Bhela and others. Cakra- 
pani, the commentator, says that Punarvasu was the disciple of 
Bharadvāja, and quotes as his authority a statement of Hārīta. 
But on this point Caraka himself is silent. | 
But one thing emerges from this half-mythical account of th 

origin of Āyur-veda, viz. that the Āyur-veda was occupied from 
the beginning with the investigation of the nature of causes (hetu) 
and reasons (liga) for legitimate inferences in connection with 
the enquiry into the causes of diseases and the apprehension of 
signs or indications of the same. In the Nidāna-sthāna of Caraka 
eight synonyms for reason (hetu) are given, viz. hetu, nimitta, 
āyatana, kartr, kāraņa, pratyaya, samutthana and nidāna. It is 
curious enough that the words pratyaya and āyatana are used, 
which are presumably Buddhistic. The word pratyaya, in the 
sense of cause, is hardly found in Indian philosophy, except in 
Buddhism, The use of so many terms to denote cause evidently 
suggests that before Caraka's redaction there must have been an 
extensive literature which had used these words to denote cause. 
As a matter of fact, the word pratyaya is hardly ever used in 
the Caraka-samhitā to signify cause, though it is counted here as 
one of the synonyms of hetu, or cause. The natural implication of 
this is that the word pratyaya was used for hetu in some earlier 
literature, from which Caraka collected it; so with other words, 
such as samutthāna, āyatana, which are counted in the list as 
synonyms for ketu, but are not actually used in the body of the 
text. This may lead us to think that the discussion of hetu under 


1 Ātrgyo Gautamah sāmkhyah. In this passage Ātreya may, however, be 
taken as a man separate from the wise Gautama. 
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various names is an old subject in Āyur-veda literature existing 
before Caraka, from which Caraka collected them. 

We know that Āyur-veda was primarily concerned with three 
guestions, viz. how diseases originated, how they were known, 
and what were their cures. It was in this connection that the 
principle of causality was first from a practical necessity applied 
in Āyur-veda. Thus, if it is known that a person has been exposed . 
to sudden cold or has enjoyed a heavy feast, then, since it is known 
that cold leads to fever and over-feeding to indigestion, with the 
very first symptoms of uneasiness one may at once infer that the 
patient is likely to get fever or to have diarrhea or acute indiges- 
tion. Or, if it is known that the patient has a strong diarrhea, 
then it can similarly be inferred that he has eaten indigestible 
articles. Thus the two principal kinds of inference which were of 
practical use to the Ayur-veda physicians were inference of the 
occurrence of a disease from a knowledge of the presence of the 
causes of that disease, i.e. from cause to effect, and inference of the 
specific kinds of unhygienic irregularity from the specific kind of 
disease of the patient, i.e. from the effect to the cause. The other 
and third kind of inference is that of inference of disease from its 
early prognostications (pürva-rüpa). Cakrapáni, in commenting on 
the possibility of inference of specific diseases from their early 
specific prognostications, compares it with inference of rain from 
an assemblage of dark clouds or of the future rise of the Krttika 
constellation from the rise of the constellation Rohini, which 
immediately precedes it. Both these are cases of inference of 
future occurrences of causation or coexistence. The prognostica- 
tion may, however, be of the nature of an immediately and in- 
variably associated antecedent which may drop altogether when 
the disease shows itself. Thus before a high fever the hair of the 
patient may stand erect; this standing erect of the hair in a specific 
manner is neither the cause nor is it coexistent with fever, since it 
may vanish when the fever has actually come. It is, however, so 
invariably associated with a specific kind of fever that the fever 
can be inferred from it!. Again, when there is any doubt among 
a number of causes as to which may be the real cause of the 
disease, the physician has to employ the method of difference or 


1 These two kinds of pūrva-rūpa are thus described by Cakrapāņi in his 
commentary on Caraka-samhitd, 11. 1. 7: tac ca pürva-rüpam dvi-vidham ekam 
bhàvi -vyádhy-avyakta - lingam...dvitlyam tu dosa-dūsya-sammūrchanē-janyam 
avyakta-lingad anyad eva yathā jvare bāla-pradvesa-roma-harsādi. 


xim] Inductive methods in Ayur-veda 397 


the method of concomitant variation for its proper ascertainment. 
That similar things produce the same kind of effects and opposite 
things produce opposite results are two of the accepted postulates 
of the law of samanya and visesa in the Caraka-samhitā!. Now, 
applying these two principles, it is held that in a case of doubt 
as to any kind of irregularity being the cause of any particular 
disease it has to be found out by experiment whether the application 
of the suspected cause (e.g. cold) increases the disease (e.g. fever) ; 
if it does, and if the application of its opposite (e.g. heat) decreases 
the disease, then cold is to be regarded as the cause of the disease. 
If the application of any particular kind of element increases an 
effect (a particular kind of disease) and the application of its 
opposite decreases it, then that particular element may be regarded 
as the cause of that effect. Caraka holds that the three methods, 
viz. the cause and effect relation (nidāna), the method of invariable 
prognostication (pūrva-rūpa) and the method of concomitant 
variation (upasaya, which includes anupašaya also) are to be 
employed either jointly or separately for the ascertainment of 
the nature of diseases which have already occurred or which 
are going to happen in the near future?. Caraka thus urges that 
the physician should examine carefully the causes of diseases by 
the application of all these methods, so that they may be ascer- 
tained from their visible effects. Caraka then goes on to give 
examples of a number of diseases and the causes or prognostica- 
tions by which their nature can be ascertained. He then says that 
a disease which is at first only an effect of some other causes 
may act as a cause of other diseases and may thus be regarded 
both as an effect and asa cause, There is therefore no absolute 
difference between a cause and an effect, and that which is a 
cause may be an effect and that which is an effect may also in 
its turn be a cause. Sometimes a disease may behave as cause 
of another disease and then cease to exist itself, whereas again, 
one disease may exist side by side with another disease which 
it has produced and aggravate its effects. Then, again, a disease 
(cause) may produce a disease (effect), and that effect another 
effect. Thus one cause may produce one effect as well as many 
effects, and one effect may be due to one or to many causes, and . 


1 Caraka-samhitā, 1. 1. 44. x Y 
2 The other two methods of samprāpti and rūpa need not be discussed in 
this connection. à 
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again many causes may jointly produce many effects. Thus, though 
fever, delirium, etc. may all be produced by dryness (rūksa), yet 
under certain circumstances fever alone may be produced by it. 
Again, fever may also be produced by the combination of a number 
of causes which under other circumstances may produce jointly 
a number of diseases. So one entity may be an invariable con- 
comitant (linga) of one event or of many events, and there may also 
be a number of invariable concomitants of one event. Thus fever 
is the invariable concomitant of hygienic irregularities in general, 
and all fevers have heat as their invariable concomitant. From 
certain kinds of hygienic irregularities fever can be inferred; but 
these can also be associated with a number of other diseases’. 
Hence it is evident that the determination of the nature of 
causes and effects and the inference of facts or events of invariable 
concomitance were an indispensable necessity for the Ayur-veda 
physicians in connection with the diagnosis of diseases and the 
ascertainment of their causes and cures. It was for this reason 
that Caraka divided inference into three classes, from causes to 
effects, from effects to causes and from the association of other 
kinds of invariable concomitants. The Nyāya-sūtra of Aksapada 
contains expressions which seem to have been borrowed from 
Nāgārjuna's Madhyamika-karika and from the Lankāvatāra-sūtra 
and the regulations of Buddhistic idealism, and hence it is generally 
believed to have been composed in the second or the third century 
A.D.2 In this fundamental and earliest work of Nyāya philosophy 
inference (anumāna) is described as being of three kinds, viz. from 
cause to effect (pūrvavat), from effect to cause (fesavat), and in- 
ference from similarities (sāmānyato-drsta) not comprehended 
under the cause-effect relation. Now it is exactly these three forms 
of inference that are described in the Caraka-samhitā, and, so 
far as is known to the present writer, this is the earliest work 
which describes inference in such a systematic manner, and so it 


1 See Caraka-samhitā, 11. 8. 22-27. $ 

2 H. Ui's The Vaifesika Philosophy, p. 16. L. Suali's Filosofia Indiana, 
p. 14. Jacobi, article in f.A.O. Society, vol. XXXI, p. 29, 1911. vē 

A commentary on Nāgārjuna's Pramána-vidhvamsana called Pramāņa- 
vidhvamsana-sambhāsita-vrtti reproduces Nāgārjuna's definition of the cate- 
gories, which are the same as the categories enumerated in the first sūtra of 
Aksapada’s Nyaya-sütra. But, as Walleser points out in his Life of Nāgārjuna 
from Tibetan and Chinese Sources, it is impossible to fix Nāgārjuna's date exactly. 
He may have lived at any time between the second and the fourth centuries A.D- 
So no fruitful result can be attained by considerations of this kind. 
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may naturally be regarded as the source from which Aksapāda 
drew his ideas. Now Caraka's work may be regarded as a revision 
of Agniveša's work, based on Atri's teachings, based on Bhara- 
dvāja's instructions. Agniveša's work is now lost, and it is not 
known what exactly were the contributions of Caraka in his re- 
vision of Agniveša's work; but, since we find no work of an 
earlier date, Hindu, Buddhist or Jaina, which treats of the logical 
subjects found in the Caraka-samhita, and since these logical 
discussions seem to be inextricably connected with medical dis- 
cussions of diagnosis of diseases and the ascertainment of their 
causes, it seems very natural to suppose that Caraka got his materials 
from Agniveša, who probably got them from still earlier sources. 
Incidentally it may be mentioned that Jayanta, in his Nyaya- 
mafjari, discussing the question of the probable sources from 
which Aksapada drew his materials, suggests that he probably 
elaborated his work from what he may have gathered from some 
other science (sastrantarabhyasat) ; but it is difficult to say whether 
by dāstrāntara Jayanta meant Āyur-veda. The Nyāya-sūtra, how- 
ever, expressly justifies the validity of the Vedas on the analogy 
of the validity of Ayur-veda, which is a part of the Vedas’. 

The similarity of the Nyaya-sütra definition of inference to 
Caraka’s definition is also very evident; for while the former begins 
tat-pūrvakam tri-vidham (where tat-pürvakam means pratyaksa- 
pūrvakam), the latter begins pratyaksa-pūrvakam tri-vidham tri- 
kālam. But, while Caraka knows only the three forms of inference, 
he has no names for these three types such as are supplied by 
Aksapāda, viz. pūrvavat (related to pūrva, the prior, or the cause), 
sesavat (related to sesa, the later, or the effect) and sāmānyato-drsta 
(from observed similarity in the past, present and future, which is 
also emphasized by Caraka in the same manner)*. From the con- 


x ^ ca tat-prā! 'am āpta-prāmāņyāt. 
Mantrayurveda-pramanyavac ca tat-pramany feriri i RN 
Jayanta enters into a long discussion in his Nyāya-mafijarī, trying to prove 
that it was through histomniscience that Caraka could write his work and that 
he neither discovered the science by inductive methods nor derived it from 
Previous traditional sources. F AES 
Evam vyavasyanty atitam bij 
jāt phalam jatam ihaiva sad} budhah. 
tee Maui m ERIS, I. 11:22. 


in hi: the Nyāya-sūtra, illustrates pūrvavat (from 
Vātsyāyana, in his commentary on the lyay of gh dast (rotā elect 


cause to effect) as the inference of rain from the rise : : 

to cause) as the inference of rain in the uplands from the flooding of the river 
in the lowe? regions and sāmānyato-drsta(from similar behaviour)as the inference 
of the motion of heavenly bodies from their changes of position in the sky at 
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siderations detailed in the preceding footnote it may well be assumed 
that Aksapada’s contribution to the definition of inference consists 
in his giving names to the types of floating inference described in 
Caraka-samhitā. It is not improbable that the Nyaya-sütra derived 
its theory of five propositions, and in fact most of the other logical 
doctrines, from Caraka, as there are no earlier works to which these 
can be traced!. Caraka’s definition of perception as the knowledge 


different times. But he also gives another meaning of these three terms piirvavat, 
fegavat and sāmānyato-drsta. He interprets pūrvavat here as the inference of fire 
from smoke “on the analogy of past behaviour of co-presence,” sesavat as the 
inference of the fact that sound is quality because it is neither substance nor 
action, by the method of residues (Sega), and sāmānyato-drsta as the inference 
of the existence of soul from the existence of desire, which is a quality and as 
such requires a substance in which it would inhere. "This is not an inference from 
similarity of behaviour, but from the similarity of one thing to another (e.g. 
that of desire to other qualities), to extend the associations of the latter 
(inherence in a substance) to the former (desire), i.e. the inference that desire 
must also inhere in a substance. 

In the case of the terms pūrvavat and segavat, as these two terms could be 
grammatically interpreted. in two different ways (with matup suffix in the sense 
of possession and vati suffix in the sense of similarity of behaviour), and as the 
words pūrva and esa may also be used in two different ways, Vātsyāyana inter- 
prets them in two different ways and tries to show that in both these senses 
they can be justified as modes of inference. It seems obvious that the names 
pürvavat,esavat and sámányato-drsta were given for the first time to the threefold 
inference described by Caraka, as this explains the difficulty felt by Vātsyāyana 
in giving a definite meaning to these terms, as they had no currency either in 
traditional or in the contemporaneous literature of Vātsyāyana. Uddyotakara, 
in his commentary on Vātsyāyana, contributes entirely original views on the 
subject. He takes Aksapāda's sütra, atha tat-pürvakam tri-vidham anumānam 
pürvavac chesavat sāmānyato-drsļam ca, and splits it up into atha tat-pūrvakam 
tri-vidham anumānam and pūrvavac chesavat sāmānyato-drstam ca; by the first 
tri-vidha he means inference from positive instances (anvayi), from negative 
instances (vyatireki) and from both together (anvaya-vyatireki). He gives two 

ible interpretations of the terms pūrvavat, sesavat and sāmānyato-drsta, one 
of which is that pūrvavat means argument from cause to effect, £egavat that from 
effect to cause and sāmānyato-drstais the inference on the basis of relations other 
than causal. The Sāmkhya-kārikā also mentions these kinds of inference. The 
Māthara-vrtti again interprets the threefold character of inferences (tri-vidha 
anumāna) in two ways; it says, firstly, that tri-vidha means that an inference has 
three propositions, and, secondly, that it is of three kinds, viz. pūrvavat (from 
the effect, e.g. flooding of the river, to the inference of the cause, €.g. showers in 
the upper region), fesavat (from part to whole, e.g. tasting a drop of sea-water 
to be saline, one infers that the whole sea is saline), and sāmānyato-drsta (inference 
from general association, e.g. by seeing flowering mangoes in one place one 
infers that mangoes may have flourished in other places as well). Curiously 
enough, the Māthara-vrtti gives another example of sāmānyato-drsta which is 
very different from the examples of sāmānyato-drsta hitherto considered. ‘Thus 
it says that, when one says, *' It is illuminated outside,” another replies, 
moon must have risen.” 

1 For more or less fanciful reasons Mr Dhruva suggests that the terms 
pürvavat and fesavat were borrowed in the Nyāya-sūtra from the Mīmāmsā-sūtra 
and that this sūtra must therefore be very old (Proceedings and Tratisactions of 
the First Oriental Conference, Poona, 1922). This argument is invalid for more 
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that arises through the contact of the self, the senses, the mind 
and the objects seems very much like an earlier model for Aksa- 
pāda's definition of perception, which adds three more gualifi- 
cations to make the meaning more complex and precise!. The idea 
that in the first instance perception is indeterminate (nir-vikalpa 
or a-oyapadesya) is a later development and can hardly be traced 
in Hindu philosophy earlier than the Nyaya-sutra?. The similarity 
of the various categories of vada, jalpa, vitanda, chala, jāti, nigraha- 
sthana, etc., as enumerated in Caraka, to those of the Nyaya- 
sūtra has been duly pointed out in a preceding section. The only * 
difference between the two sets of enumeration and their elabora- 
tion is that Caraka's treatment, being the earlier one, is less full 
and less complex than that of Aksapada. 

The fact that physicians in counsel earnestly discussed to- 
gether, in order to arrive at right conclusions regarding both 
the theoretical causes of diseases and their cures and their actual 
practical discernment in individual cases, is abundantly clear from 
even a very superficial study of the Caraka-samhita. The entire 
work seems to be a collection of discussions of learned physi- 
cians with Atri as their chairman. Where differences of opinion 
are great, they are all noted, and Atri’s own opinion on them is 
given, and, where there was more or less unanimity, or where Atri 
himself lectured on specific problems, his own opinion alone is 
given. It is also related how a good and clever physician is to defeat 
his opponents in dispute, not only in a legitimate and scientific 
way, but also by sophistic wrangling and unfair logical tricks. It 
was a practical necessity for these physicians to earn their bread 
in the face of strong competition, and it is easy to see how the 
logical tricks of chala, jati and nigraha-sthana developed into a 
regular art of debate, not always for the discovery of truth, but 
also for gaining the victory over opponents. We hear of debates, 
discussions or logical disputes in literature much earlier than the 


than one reason. Firstly, granting that the Mīmāmsā-sūtra is very old (which 
is doubtful), the fact that these two logical terms were borrowed from it does 
not show that it must be a very old work; for even a modern work may borrow 
its terminology from an older treatise. Secondly, the fact that these three terms 
were borrowed from early sources does not show that the theory of tri-vidha 
anumāna in the Nyāya-sūtra is either its own contribution or very old. Mr 
Dhruva’s arguments as to the Mano being subsequent to Vātsyāyana's 
commentary are also very weak ant lo not stand criticism. A f i; 
1 indiana unen avyapadetyam avyabhicāri vyavasā- 
ātmakām pratyaksam. a-sütra, 1. I. 4. TRE 
šās Caraka iet AAE in II. I. 10. 4 in the sense of distinction 
(bheda) of superiority and inferiority (utkarsa-prakarsa-rūpa). 
DI 26 


402 Speculations in the Medical Schools [cH. 


Caraka-samhita; but nowhere was the acquirement of this art 
deemed so much a practical necessity for earning a living as among 
the medical men. And, since there is no mention of the develop- 
ment of this in any other earlier literature, it is reasonable to 
suppose that the art of debate and its other accessories developed 
from early times in the traditional medical schools, whence they 
are found collected in Caraka's work. The origin of the logical art 
of debate in the schools of Āyur-veda is so natural, and the illus- 
trations of the modes of dispute and the categories of the art of 
debate are so often taken from the medical field, that one has little 
reason to suspect that the logical portions of the Caraka-samhità 
were collected by Caraka from non-medical literature and grafted 
into his work. 


, Ayur-veda Ethics. 


The length of the period of a man’s lifetime in this iron age (kalt- 
yuga) of ours is normally fixed at one hundred years. But sinful 
actions of great enormity may definitely reduce the normal length 
to any extent. Ordinary vicious actions, however, can reduce the 
length of life only if the proper physical causes of death, such as 
poisoning, diseases and the like, ate present. If these physical 
causes can be warded off, then a man may continue to live until 
the normal length of his life, one hundred years, is reached, when 
the body-machine, being worn out by long work, gradually breaks 
down. Medicines may, however, in the case of those who are not 
cursed by the commission of sins of great enormity, prolong the 
normal length of life. It is here that Caraka and his followers 
differ from all other theories of karma that flourished on the soil of 
India. The theory is not accepted in any Indian system of thought 
except that of Caraka. In spite of the many differences that pre- 
vail amongst these theories, they may still be roughly divided into 
four classes. Thus there are, first, the paurusa-vadins, such as those 
who follow the Yoga-vasistha school of thought and are idealists of 
the extreme type, thinking that all our experiences can be controlled 
by a determined effort of the will and that there is no bond of 
previous karma, destiny, or fatality which cannot be controlled or 
overcome by it. Human will is all-powerful, and by it we can 
produce any change of any kind in the development of our future 
well-being. There is, again, the view that God alone is responsible 
for all our actions,’and that He makes those whom He wants to 
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raise perform good actions and those whom He wants to take the 
downward path commit sinful deeds. There is also the view that 
God rewards or praises usin accordance with our good or bad deeds, 
and that we alone are responsible for our actions and free to act 
as we choose. There is a further view, elaborately dealt with in 
Pataūījali's Yoga-sūtra, that our deeds determine the particular 
nature of our birth, the period of our lifetime and the nature of our 
enjoyments or sufferings. Ordinarily the fruits of the actions of a 
previous birth are reaped in the present birth, and the ripened 
fruits of the actions of the present birth determine the nature of the 
future birth, period of life and pleasurable or painful experiences, 
while the fruits of extremely good or bad actions are reaped in this 
life. In none of these theories do we find the sort of common-sense 
eclecticism that we find in Caraka. For here it is only the fruits 
of extremely bad actions that cannot be arrested by the normal 
efforts of good conduct. The fruits of all ordinary actions can be 
arrested by normal physical ways of well-balanced conduct, the 
administration of proper medicines and the like. This implies that 
our ordinary non-moral actions in the proper care of health, taking 
proper tonics, medicines and the like, can modify or arrest the 
ordinary course of the fruition of our karma. Thus, according to 
the effects of my ordinary karma I may have fallen ill; but, if 
I take due care, I may avoid such effects and may still be in good 
health. According to other theories the laws of karma are im- 
mutable. Only the fruits of unripe karma can be destroyed by 
true knowledge. The fruits of ripe karma have to be experienced 
in any case, even if true knowledge is attained. The peculiar 
features of Caraka’s theory consist in this, that he does not intro- 
duce this immutability of ripe karmas. The effects of all karmas, 
excepting those which are extremely strong, can be modified by 
an apparently non-moral course of conduct, involving the ob- 
servance of the ordinary daily duties of life. Ordinarily the law of 
karma implies the,theory of a moral government of the universe 
in accordance with the good or bad fruits of one's own karma. 
We may be free to act as we choose; but our actions in this life, 
excepting those of great enormity, determine the experiences of 
our future lives, and so an action in this life cannot ordinarily be 
expected to ward off any of the evils of this life which one is 
predestined to undergo in accordance with the karma of a previous 
birth. Moreover, it is the moral or immoral aspects of an action that 
26-2 
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determine the actual nature of their good or bad effects, success or 
failure. This implies a disbelief in our power of directly controlling 
our fortunes by our efforts. The theory of karma thus involves a 
belief in the mysterious existence and ripening of the sinful and 
virtuous elements of our actions, which alone in their course of 
maturity produce effects. If the theory that sins bring their punish- 
ment, and virtues produce their beneficial effects, of themselves, 
is accepted, its logical consequences would lead us to deny the 
possibility of mere physical actions modifying the fruition of these 
karmas. So the acceptance of the moral properties of actions leads 
to the denial of their direct physical consequences. If through my 
honest efforts I succeed in attaining a happy state, it is contended 
that my success is not due to my present efforts, but it was pre- 
destined, as a consequence of the good deeds of my previous birth, 
that I should be happy. For, if the fruition was due to my ordinary 
efforts, then the theory that all happy or unhappy experiences 
are due to the ripening of the karmas of the previous births falls 
to the ground. If, on the other hand, all success or failure is due 
to our proper or improper efforts, then the capacity of sins or 
virtues to produce misery or happiness may naturally be doubted, 
and the cases where even our best efforts are attended with failure 
are not explained. But, if our ordinary efforts cannot effect any- 
thing, and if the modes of our experiences, pleasures and sufferings, 
and the term of our life are already predestined, then none of our 
efforts are of any use in warding off the calamities of this life, and 
the purpose of the science of medicine is baffled. In common-sense 
ways of belief one refers to “fate” or “destiny” only when the 
best efforts fail, and one thinks that, unless there is an absolute 
fatality, properly directed efforts are bound to succeed. Caraka’s 
theory seems to embody such a common-sense view. But the 
question arises how, if this is so, can the immutability of the law 
of karma be preserved? Caraka thinks that it is only the extremely 
good or bad deeds that have this immutable character. All other 
effects of ordinary actions can be modified or combated by our 
efforts. Virtue and vice are not vague and mysterious principles 
in Caraka, and the separation that appears elsewhere between the 
moral and the physical sides of an action is not found in his 
teaching?. 

He seems to regard the “good,” or the all-round manifold 

1 Caraka-samhitā, 111. 3. 28-38. 
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utility (hita) of an action, as its ultimate test. What a man has to 
do before acting is carefully to judge and anticipate the utility of 
his action, i.e. to judge whether it will be good for him or not; 
if the effects are beneficial for him, he ought to do it, and, if they 
are harmful, he ought not to do it!. Our ultimate standard of good 
actions lies in seeking our own good, and to this end the proper 
direction and guidance of our mind and senses are absolutely 
necessary. Caraka applies here also his old principle of the golden 
mean, and says that the proper means of keeping the mind in 
the right path consists in avoiding too much thinking, in not 
thinking of revolting subjects, and in keeping the mind active. 
Thoughts and ideas are the objects of the mind, and one has to 
avoid the atiyoga, mithkyā-yoga and a-yoga of all thoughts, as just 
described. ''Self-good," or ātma-hita, which is the end of all our 
actions, is described as not only that which gives us pleasure and 
supplies the material for our comfort, ease of mind and long life, 
but also that which will be beneficial to us in our future life. 
Right conduct (sad-vrtta) leads to the health and well-being of 
body and mind and secures sense-control (indriya-vijaya). 

The three springs of action are our desire for self-preservation 
(prāņaisaņā), our desire for the materials of comfort (dhanaisana), 
and our desire for a happy state of existence in the future life 
(paralokaisana). We seek our good not only in this life, but also 
in the after-life, and these two kinds of self-good are summed 
up in our threefold desire—for self-preservation, for the objects 
that lead to happiness, and for a blessed after-life. Right con- 
duct is not conduct in accordance with the injunctions of the 
Vedas, or conduct which leads ultimately to the cessation of all 
sorrows through cessation of all desires or through right know- 
ledge and the extinction of false knowledge, but is that which 
leads to the fulfilment of the three ultimate desires. The cause of 
sins is not transgression of the injunctions of the scriptures, but 
errors of right judgment or of right thinking (prajfiaparadha). 
First and foremost is our desire for life, i.e. for health and pro- 
longation of life; for life is the precondition of all other good 
things. Next to our desire for life is our desire for wealth and 
the pursuit of such vocations of life as lead to it. The third is 


1 buddhyā samyag idam mama hitam idam mamahitam ity aveksyāveksya muc 
maņām pfavrttīnām samyak pratipādanena ity ahita-karma-parityāgena hita- 
karmācaraņena ca. Cakrapāņi on Caraka, 1. 8. 17. 
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the desire for a blessed after-life. In this connection Caraka intro- 
duces a discussion to prove the existence of a future state of 
existence. He says that a wise man should not entertain doubts 
regarding the existence of a future life, since such doubts might 
hinder the performance of right conduct. The mere fact that we 
cannot experience its existence with our senses is not a sufficient 
negative proof. For there are few things which can be directly 
experienced by the senses, and there are many which exist, but are 
never experienced by the senses. The very senses with which we 
experience other things cannot themselves be subject to sense- 
experience!, Even sensible things cannot be perceived if they are 
too near or too distant, if they are covered, if the senses are 
weak or diseased, if the mind is otherwise engaged, if they are 
mixed up with similar things, if their light is overcome by stronger 
light, or if they are too small? It is therefore wrong to say that 
what is not perceived by the senses does not exist. If, again, it is 
argued that the foetus must derive its soul from the parents, then 
it may be pointed out that, if the soul of the foetus migrated from 
either of the parents, then, since the soul is without parts, it could 
not have migrated in parts, and such a total migration would mean 
that the parents would be left without any soul and would die. 
As the soul could not migrate from the parents to the child, so 
neither can the mind nor the intellect be said to have so migrated. 
Moreover, if all life must be derived from the migration of other 
souls, then how can insects come into being, as many do, with- 
out parent insects?? Consciousness exists as a separate and be- 
ginningless entity, and it is not created by anyone else. If, however, 
the supreme soul be regarded as its cause, then in that sense it 
may be conceived as having been produced therefrom". The 
theory of the after-life consists according to Caraka principally in 
the view that the soul is existent and uncreated, and that it is 
associated with the foetus at a certain stage of its development in 
the womb. He also refers to the evidence of rebirth which we 


1 air eva tāvad indriyaih pratyaksam upalabhyate tāny eva santi cápratyak- 
sāņi. Caraka, 1. 11. 7. 

2 satām ca rūpāņām ati-sannikarsād ati-viprakarsād āvaraņāt karaņa-daurba- 
lyān mano 'navasthānāt samānābhihārāt abhibhavād ati-sauksmyāc ca pratyaksanu- 
palabdhih. Ibid. 11.8. E FO 

3 samsveda-jānām mašakādīnām tathodbhij-jānām gaņdūpadādīnām cetananam 
mātā-pitarau na vidyete tatas tesdm acaitanyam syan mātā-pitroš cetana- 
kāraņayorabhāvāt. Cakrapāņi on Caraka, 11. 11. 

* On this point Cakrapāņi gives a different interpretation in I. IT. 13- 
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have in the difference of the child from the parents; in the fact 
that, though other causes are more or less the same, two children 
differ in colour, voice, appearance, intelligence and luck; in 
the fact that some are servants, whereas others are their rich 
masters; in the fact that some are naturally in good health, while 
others are in bad, or are different in the length of life; from the 
fact that infants know how to cry, suck, smile or fear without any 
previous instruction or experience; that with the same kind of 
efforts two persons reap two different kinds of results; that some 
are naturally adepts in certain subjects and dull in others; and 
that there are at least some who remember their past lives; for 
from these facts the only hypothesis that can be made is that these 
differences are due to the karma of one's past life, otherwise called 
daiva, and that the fruits of the good and bad deeds of this life 
will be reaped in another. It has also been pointed out in a 
previous section that a child does not owe his or her intellectual 
parts to the father or to the mother. These gifts belong to the 
soul of the child, and there is therefore no reason to suppose that 
the son of an intellectually deficient person will on that account 
be necessarily dull. 

Caraka further urges that the truth of rebirth can be demon- 
strated by all possible proofs. He first refers to the verdict of the 
Vedas and of the opinions of philosophers, which are written for 
the good of the people and are in conformity with the views of 
the wise and the virtuous and not in opposition to the opinions 
of the Vedas. Such writings always recommend gifts, penances, 
sacrifices, truthfulness, non-injury to all living beings and sex- 
continence as leading to heavenly happiness and to liberation 
(moksa). The sages say that liberation, or the cessation of rebirth, 
is only for those who have completely purged off all mental and 
bodily defects. This implies that these sages accepted the theory 
of rebirth as true; and there have been other sages who also have 
distinctly announced the truth of rebirth. Apart from the testi- 
mony of the Vedas and of the sages, even perception (pratyaksa) 
also proves the truth of rebirth. Thus it is seen that children 
are often very different from their parents, and even from the 
same parents the children born are often very different in colour, 
voice, frame of body, mental disposition, intelligence and luck, as 
described above. The natural inference to be based on these data 
directly experienced is that no one can avoid the effects of the 
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decds he has performed, and that therefore what was performed 
in a past birth is indestructible and always follows a man in his 
present birth as his daiva, or karma, the fruits of which show in 
his present life. The deeds of the present birth will again accumu- 
late fruits, which will be reaped in the next birth. From the present 
fruits of pleasurable or painful experiences their past seeds as past 
karma are inferred, and from the present deeds as seeds their 
future effects as pleasurable or painful experiences in another birth 
are also inferred. Apart from this inference other reasons also 
lead to the same condition. Thus the living foetus is produced by 
the combination of the six elements, to which connection with the 
self from the other world is indispensable; so also fruits can only 
be reaped when the actions have been performed and not if 
they are not performed—there cannot be shoots without seeds. It 
may be noted in this connection that in no other system of Indian 
thought has any attempt been made to prove the theory of rebirth 
as has here been done. A slight attempt was made in the Nyaya 
system to prove the theory on the ground that the crying, sucking 
and the natural fear of infants implies previous experience. But 
Caraka in a systematic manner takes up many more points and 
appeals to the different logical proofs that may be adduced. Again, 
we find the nature of the fruits of action (karma) discussed in 
the Vyāsa-bhāsya on the Yoga-sütra of Patafijali. It is said in the 
Yoga-sütra, 11. 13, that the karmas of past life determine the par- 
ticular birth of the individual in a good or bad or poor or rich 
family and the length of life and pleasurable or painful experiences. 
But that physical differences of body, colour, voice, temperament, 
mental disposition and special intellectual features are also due 
to the deeds of the past life seems to be a wholly new idea. It is, 
however, interesting to note that, though Caraka attributes the 
divergence of intelligence to deeds of the past life, yet he does not 
attribute thereto the weakness or the strength of the moral will. 
Caraka further refers to the collective evil effects of the mis- 
deeds of people living in a particular locality, which may often 
lead to the outbreak of epidemics. Speaking of the outbreak of 
epidemic diseases, he says that they are due to the pollution of 
air and water, and to country and climatic revolutions. The pollu- 
tion of air consists in its being unnatural for the season, dull and 
motionless, too violent, too dry, too cold, too warm, stormy, of 
the nature of whirlwind, too humid, dusty, smoky, impure or of 
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bad smell. The pollution of water consists in its being of unnatural 
colour, bad smell, bad taste, containing impurities (when devoid 
of its natural qualities), which are often avoided by water birds, 
and being unpleasant, and having its sources largely dried up. 
The pollution of a particular locality occurs when it is infested 
with lizards, wild animals, mosquitoes, flies, insects, mice, owls, 
predatory birds or jackals, or when it is full of wild creepers, grass, 
etc., or when there is a failure of crops, the air smoky, etc. The 
pollution of time consists in the happening of unnatural climatic 
conditions. The cause of these epidemic conditions is said to be 
the demerit (adharma) due to the evil deeds of past life, the com- 
mission of which is again due to bad deeds of previous life. When the 
chief persons of a country, city or locality transgress the righteous 
course and lead the people in an unrighteous manner, the people 
also in their conduct continue to grow vicious and sinful. And, 
as a result of the misdeeds of the people of the locality, the gods 
forsake that place, there is no proper rain, the air, water and the 
country as a whole become polluted and epidemics break out. 
Thus the misdeeds of a people can, according to Caraka, pollute 
the whole region and ultimately ruin it. When a country is ruined 
by civil war, then that also is due to the sins of the people, who 
are inflated with too much greed, anger, pride and ignorance. 
Thus epidemics are caused by the conjoint sins of the people of 
a particular region. But even at the time of the outbreak of such 
epidemics those who have not committed such bad actions as to 
deserve punishment may save themselves by taking proper medi- 
cines and by leading a virtuous life. Continuing to establish his 
theory that all climatic and other natural evils are due to the 
commission of sins or adharma, Caraka says that in ancient times 
people were virtuous, of strong and stout physique and extremely 
long-lived, and on account of their virtuous ways of living there 
were no climatic disturbances, no famines, no failure of crops, no 
drought and no pollutions leading to epidemics and diseases. 
But at the close of the satya-yuga, through over-eating some 
rich men became too fat, and hence they became easily tired, and 
hence became lazy, and on account of laziness they acquired the 
storing habit (sañcaya), and, through that, the tendency to receive 
things from others (parigraha), and, through that, greed (lobha). 
In the next, Tretā, age, from greed there arose malice, from 
malice lying, from lying desire, anger, conceit, antipathy, cruelty, 
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violence (abhighata), fear, sorrow and anxiety. Thus in the Treta age 
dharma diminished by a quarter, and so the earthly production of 
harvest, etc. also diminished by a quarter, and the bodies of living 
beings lost their vitality accordingly ; their length of life diminished, 
and diseases began to grow. So in the Dvapara age there was a 
further diminution of the quantities of earthly productions and a 
further weakening of human constitution and shortening of the 
length of life. 

It may be remembered that in Sušruta, 111. 1, it is said that 
many persons of the medical school of thought had conceived this 
world to have come into being either through time (kāla), in the 
natural process by a blind destiny (niyati), or through a mere nature 
(svabhāva), accidental concourse of things (yadrechā), or through 
evolution (pariņāma) by the will of God; and they called each of 
these alternatives the prakrti, or the origin of the world. But the 
notion of the Sàmkhya prakrti holds within it all these concepts, 
and it is therefore more appropriate to admit one prakrti as the 
evolving cause of the world. Gayī, in interpreting this, holds that 
prakrti is to be regarded as the evolving material cause, whereas 
time, natural process, etc. are to be regarded as instrumental 
causes for the world-manifestation. According to Sušruta the 
selves (ksetra-jfia) are not in the medical school regarded as all- 
pervasive (a-sarva-gata), as they are in the Sāmkhya system of 
thought. These selves, on account of their virtues or vices, trans- 
migrate from one life to another as men or as different animals ; for, 
though not all-pervasive, they are eternal and are not destroyed 
by death. The selves are not to be regarded as self-revealing, 
as in Samkhya or the Vedānta; but they can be inferred, as 
the substance or entity to which the feelings of pleasure and 
pain belong, and they are always endowed with consciousness, 
though they may not themselves be regarded as of the nature of 
pure consciousness. They are cetanāvantah (endowed with con- 

1 The primary use of prakrti may have been due to the idea of an enquiry 
regarding the source and origin of the world. Prakrti literally means “source” 
or "origin." So the term was probably used in reference to other speculations 
regarding the origin of the world before it was technically applied as a Samkhya 
term. The ideas of svabhāva, kāla, etc. seem to have been combined to form 
the technical Sāmkhya concept of prakrti, and two schools of Samkhya, the 
Kapila and the Patafijali schools, arose in connection with the dispute as to the 
starting of the evolution of prakrti accidentally (yadrcchd) or by the will of God. 
The idea of prakrti was reached by combining all the alternative sources of 


world-manifestation that were current before, and so they are all conserved in 
the notion of prakrti. 
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sciousness) and not cit-svarūpāh (of the nature of consciousness). 
They are extremely subtle or fine (parama-sūksma), and this epithet 
is explained by Dalhana as meaning that the selves are as small 
as atoms, But, being always endowed with consciousness, they can 
also through self-perception (pratyaksa) be perceived as existing. 
The transmigration of these selves is regulated by the merit and 
demerit of their deeds. Dalhana says that through excessive sins 
they are born as animals, through an admixture of virtues and sins 
they are born as men, and through a preponderance of virtues they 
are born as gods. But according to Caraka not only is the nature 
of transmigration controlled by the good or bad deeds of a man, 
but even the productivity of nature, its purity or pollution; and 
the thousand and one things in which nature is helpful or harmful 
to men are determined by good and bad deeds (dharma and 
adharma). Dharma and adharma are therefore regarded as the 
most important factors in determining most of the human con- 
ditions of life and world-conditions of environment. Such a view 
is not opposed to the Samkhya theory of world-creation ; for there 
also it is held that the evolution of prakrti is determined by the 
good or bad deeds of the selves; but, though implied, yet in no 
Samkhya work is such a clear and specific determination of world- 
conditions and world-evolution through the merit and demerit of 
human beings to be found. Freedom of human will is almost 
wholly admitted by Caraka, and, where the fruits of previous 
actions are not of a confirmed character, they can be averted or 
improved.by our efforts. Our efforts thus have on the one hand 
a cosmical or universal effect, as determining the conditions of the 
development of the material world, and on the other hand they 
determine the fate of the individual. The fruits of our actions 
determine our birth, our experiences and many intellectual gifts; 
but they do not determine the nature of our will or affect its 
strength of application in particular directions. 
a 
Springs of action in the Caraka-samhitā. 

The chief feature of Caraka’s springs of action consists in the 
fact that he considers three primary desires as the motive causes 
of all our actions. These are, as has already been said, the desire 
for life, the desire for riches and the desire for future life. In this 
Caraka seems to have a view uniquely different from that of most 
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of the systems of philosophy, which refer to a number of emotions 
as the root causes prompting us to action. Thus the Vaisesika 
regards attraction to pleasure and aversion to pain as the cause of 
all our actions. Pleasure is defined as being a sort of feeling which 
is approved and welcomed and towards which an attraction is 
naturally felt. Pleasures, therefore, when they arise, must always 
be felt, and there cannot be anything like unfelt pleasures. Apart 
from sensory pleasures, Sridhara in his Nyaya-kandali discusses 
the existence of other kinds of pleasure, due to the remembering 
of past things, or to calmness and contentedness of mind or 
self-knowledge. Pleasures are, however, regarded as the fruits of 
meritorious deeds (dharma) performed before. Pain, the reverse 
of pleasure, may be defined as an experience from which we are 
repelled and which is the result of past misdeeds. Desire, as the 
wish to have what is unattained (aprāpta-prārthanā), may be either 
for the self (svartha) or for others (parartha). Such desires may be 
prompted by any of the following: longing for happiness in heaven 
or on earth (kāma), appetites (abhilāsa), longing for the continua- 
tion and recurrence of the enjoyment of pleasurable objects, com- 
passion for others (karuņā), disinclination to worldly enjoyment 
(vairāgya), intention of deceiving others (upadhā), subconscious 
motives (bhava). Prašastapāda, however, distinguishes between 
desires for enjoyment and desires for work. But he does not 
include the positive Buddhist virtues of friendship (martrī) and a 
feeling of happiness in the happiness of others (muditā), and he is 
content with only the negative virtue of compassion (karuņā). He 
also counts anger, malice, suppressed revengefulness (manyu), 
jealousy of the good qualities of others (aksamā), and envy arising 
from a sense of one's inferiority (amarsa). But, in spite of this 
elaborate classification, Prašastapāda makes in reality two broad 
- divisions, namely, desires arising from attachment to pleasures, and 
those from aversion to pain. Pain is as much a positive feeling as 
pleasure and cannot be regarded as mere negation of pleasure. 
Though Prašastapāda knows that there is such a thing as desire for 
work, yet he does not give it any prominent consideration, and the 
net result of his classification of the springs of action is that he thinks 
that all desires are prompted by attachment to feelings of pleasure 
andantipathy to pain. Feelings, therefore, are to be regarded here as 
fundamentally determining all desires and through them all actions. 
The Naiyayikas think that attachment and antipathy can be 
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traced to a more fundamental root, viz. ignorance or delusion 
(moha). Thus Vatsyayana, by tracing attachment or antipathy 
to ignorance, tends to intellectualize the psychological basis of 
Pragastapada. For moka would mean want of knowledge, and, if 
attachment and antipathy be due to want of knowledge, then one 
can no longer say that feelings ultimately determine our actions, as it 
is the absence of right knowledge that is found to be ultimately the 
determinant of the rise of all feelings and emotions. Jayanta, how- 
ever, in his Nyaya-mafijari, counts ignorance (moha), attachment 
(raga) and antipathy (dvesa) as being three parallel defects (dosa) 
which prompt our efforts!. Under attachment he counts sex- 
inclination (kāma), disinclination to part with that which would 
not diminish by sharing with others (matsara), jealousy (sprha), 
inclination towards birth again and again (irsma) and inclination 
towards taking forbidden things (/obha). Under dvesa he counts 
emotional outbursts of anger with burning bodily conditions, 
envy (īrsyā), jealousy at the good qualities of others (asūyā), 
injuring others (droha) and concealed malice (manyu). Under 
ignorance he counts false knowledge (mithya-jfana), perplexity 
due to indecision (vicikitsā), sense of false superiority (mada) and 
mistakes of judgment (pramada). But he adds that of the three 
defects, raga, dvesa and moha, moha is the worst, since the 
other two arise through it. For it is only the ignorant who are 
under the sway of attachment and antipathy. To the objection 
that in that case moha ought not to be counted as a defect in itself, 
but as the source of the other two defects, Jayanta replies that, 
though it is a source of the other two defects, it of itself also leads 
people to action and should therefore be counted as a defect in 
itself, It is no doubt true that all defects are due to false knowledge 
and are removed by right knowledge; yet it would be wrong to 
count the defects as being of only one kind of false knowledge * 
(mithyā-jūāna); for the three defects are psychologically felt to 
have three distinctive characteristics. Jayanta, while admitting 
that the feelings of attachment or antipathy are due to ignorance, 
considers them to be psychologically so important as to be re- 
garded as independent springs of action. Thus, while he was 
in nominal agreement with Vatsyayana in regarding attachment 
and antipathy as being due to moha, he felt their independent 


1 Tes@m dosāņām trayo rāšayo bhavanti rāgo dveso moha iti. Nyāya-mafijarī, 
p. 500. 
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psychological importance and counted them as parallel defects 
prompting our efforts. 

Patafijali divides all our actions into two classes, vicious (klista) 
and virtuous (aklista). The virtuous actions are prompted by our 
natural propensity towards emancipation, while the vicious ones 
are prompted by ignorance (avidyā), egoism (asmitā), attachment 
(raga), antipathy (dvesa) and the will to live (abhinivesa). The 
latter four, though of the nature of feeling, are yet regarded as 
being only manifestations of the growth and development of 
ignorance (avidyā). It is a characteristic peculiarity of the Sāmkhya 
philosophy that thoughts and feelings are not regarded there as 
being intrinsically different; for the guņas form the materials of 
both thouglits and feelings. What is thought in one aspect is 
feeling in another. It was on this account that false knowledge 
could be considered to have developed into the feelings of egoism, 
attachment and antipathy, and could be regarded as being of the 
same stuff as false knowledge. In the Nyāya psychology, thought 
and feelings being considered intrinsically different, a difficulty 
was felt in reconciling the fact that, while ignorance could be 
regarded as being the cause of the feelings of attachment and anti- 
pathy, the latter could not be regarded as being identical with 
ignorance (moha). Jayanta, therefore, while he traced raga and 
dvesa to moha, ontologically considered them as parallel factors 
determining our actions psychologically. In the Samkhya-Yoga 
metaphysics this difficulty could be obviated ; for that school did not 
consider feelings to be different from thoughts, since the thoughts 
are themselves made up of feeling-stuff; hence even false know- 
ledge (avidya) need not be regarded as being wholly an intellectual 
element, since it is itself the product of the feeling-stuff—the guņas. 

It is needless to refer in detail to the theories of the springs 
* of action in other systems of Indian thought. From what has 
already been said it would appear that most systems of Indian 
Philosophy consider false knowledge to be at the root of all our 
worldly activities through the mediation of feelings of attachment, 
antipathy and self-love. There is an inherent pessimism in most 
systems of Indian thought, which consider that normally we are 
all under the evil infuence of false knowledge and are all gliding 
on the downward path of sins and afflictions. They also consider 
that all attachments lead to bondage and slavery to passions, and 
thereby lead us away from the path of liberation. Actions are 
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judged as good or bad according as they lead to liberation or 
bondage; their efficacy is in securing the transcendental realization 
of the highest truth and the cessation of rebirth, or obscuration of 
the nature of reality and exposure to the miseries of rebirth. 

But Caraka gives us a scheme of life in which he traces the 
springs of all our actions to the three fundamental motives or bio- 
logical instincts of life-preservation, worldly desire of acquiring 
riches for enjoyment, and other worldly aspirations of self-realiza- 
tion. According to him these three fundamental desires sum up 
all springs of action. On this view will appears to be more funda- 
mental than feeling or knowledge. Caraka does not seem to begin 
from the old and stereotyped idea that false knowledge is the 
starting-point of the world. His is a scheme of a well-balanced 
life which is guided by the harmonious play of these three funda- 
mental desires and directed by perfect wisdom and unerring judg- 
ment. Evil and mischief creep in through errors of judgment, by 
which the harmony of these desires is broken. All kinds of mis- 
deeds are traced, not to feelings of attachment or antipathy, but 
to errors of judgment or foolishness (prajfiaparadha). This prajna- 
parādha may be compared to the moha or avidya of the Nyāya and 
Yoga. But, while the Nyaya and Yoga seem to refer to this moha or 
avidyā as a fundamental defect inherent in our mental constitution 
and determining its activities as a formative element, Caraka’s 
prajitāparādha is not made to occupy any metaphysical status, but 
expresses itself only in the individual lapses of judgment. 

Caraka, however, did not dare to come into conflict with the 
prevailing ethical and philosophical opinions of his time, and we 
find that in Šārīra, 1 he largely accepts the traditional views. He 
says there that it is the phenomenal self (bhūtātman or samyoga- 
purusa) that feels pleasure and pain, and in connection with the 
duty of a physician to remove all physical sufferings produced by 
diseases he says that the ultimate healing of all pain consists in 
the permanent naisthiki (removal) of pain by the removal of 
grasping (upadhā)i. He says there that grasping (upadha) is itself 
sorrowful and the cause of all sorrows. All sorrows can be Te- 
moved by the removal of all grasping tendencies. Just as a silk- 
worm draws out its cocoon thread to its own destruction, so does 


ii ā i [3 i hat it 
1 Cakrapāņi interprets upadhā as desire (trsnā); but it seems to me t 
would hwe been more correct to interpret it as the Buddhist upādāna, or 
grasping. Cakrapāņi on Caraka, iv. 1. 93. 
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the miserable man of ignorance draw desires and longings from 
the objects of sense. He is wise indeed who considers all objects 
as fire and withdraws himself from them. With the cessation of all 
actions (anārambha) and dissociation from sense-objects there is no 
more fear of being afflicted with sorrows. Sorrows, again, are said 
to proceed from four causes, namely, the wrong notion of non- 
eternal things (e.g. sense-objects) as eternal (buddhi-vibhramsa), the 
want of the power of controlling the mind from undesirable courses 
(dhrti-vibhramša), forgetfulness of the nature of right knowledge 
(smrti-vibhramša) and the adoption of unhygienic courses (asātmya- 
arthāgama). Prajūāparādha is defined here as a wrong action that 
is done through the confusion of intelligence and want of self- 
control and right knowledge (dhi-dhrti-smrti-vibhrasta), and this 
is supposed to rouse up all maladies and defects (sarva-dosa- 
prakopana). Some of the offences that may be counted under 
prajfparüdha are as follows: to set things in motion, to try to 
stop moving objects, to let the proper time for doing things pass 
by, to begin an action in the wrong manner, not to behave in the 
accustomed manner, not to behave modestly and politely, to insult 
respected persons, to go about in wrong places or at wrong times, 
to take objects which are known to be harmful, not to abide by 
the proper course of conduct described in the Caraka-samhita, 
I. 1.6; the passions of jealousy, vanity, fear, anger, greed, ignorance, 
egoism, errors, all actions prompted by these and whatever else 
that is prompted by ignorance (moha) and self-ostentation (rajas). 
Prajiūāparādha is further defined as error of judgment (visama- 
vijūāna) and as wrong enterprise (visama-pravartana), proceeding 
out of wrong knowledge or erroneous judgment. It will thus appear 
that it is wise to take prajūāparādha in the wider sense of error of 
judgment or misapplied intelligence, regarding it as the cause of 
all kinds of moral depravity, unhealthy and unhygienic habits and 
accidental injuries of all kinds. As Caraka admitted the existence 
of the self and of rebirth and regarded moral merit (dharma) and 
demerit (adharma) as the causes of all human enjoyment and 
sufferings, and of the productivity or unproductivity of the ground, 
and the hygienic or unhygienic conditions of water, air and the 
seasons, he had to include within prajitāparādha the causes that led 
to vices and sins. The causes of all sorrows are, firstly, wrong 
consideration of the non-eternal as eternal and of the injurious as 
good; secondly, want of self-control; and, thirdly, the defect of 
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memory (smrti-bhramsa), through which the right knowledge and 
right experience of the past cannot be brought into effect. Thus, 
though in a sense Caraka compromises with the traditional schools 
of philosophy in including philosophical ignorance or miscon- 
ception within prajñāparādha, and though he thinks that philo- 
sophical ignorance produces sins, yet he takes prajgaparadha in 
the very wide sense of error of judgment, leading to all kinds of 
transgression of laws of health and laws of society and custom, 
risky adventures, and all other indiscreet and improper actions. 
Prajfiaparadha, therefore, though it includes the philosophical 
moha of the traditional school of philosophy, is yet something 
very much more, and is to be taken in the wider sense of error of 
judgment. Caraka, no doubt, admits jealousy, vanity, anger, greed, 
ignorance (moha), etc., as producing improper action, but he admits 
many other causes as well. But the one supreme cause of all these 
subsidiary causes is prajnaparadha, or error of judgment, taken in 
its wide sense. It will not, therefore, be wrong to suppose that, 
according to Caraka, all proper actions are undertaken through 
the prompting of three fundamental desires, the desire for life, 
the desire for wealth and enjoyment, and the desire for spiritual 
good. And all improper actions are due to improper under- 
standing, confusion of thought, and misdirected intelligence 
(prajūāparādha). The three fundamental desires, unassociated with 
any error of judgment or lack of understanding, may thus be re- 
garded as the root cause of all proper actions. There is, therefore, 
nothing wrong in giving full play to the functioning of the three 
fundamental desires, so long as there is no misdirected under- 
standing and confusion to turn them into the wrong path. Caraka 
does not seem to agree with other systems of philosophy in holding 
the feelings of attachment and antipathy to be the springs of all 
actions. Actions are prompted by the normal active tendencies of 
the three fundamental desires, and they become sinful when our 
energies are wrongly directed through lack of understanding. 
Though, Caraka had to compromise with the acknowledged view 
of the systems of Indian Philosophy that the cessation of all 
sorrows can be only through the cessation of all actions, yet it 
seems clear that the course of conduct that he approves consists 
in the normal exercise of the three fundamental desires, free from 
the commission of any errors of judgment (prajūāparādha). 
'Thus Caraka does not preach the ideal of leaving off desires, 
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attachments, feelings and actions of all kinds, nor does he 
advocate the Gita ideal of the performance of duties without 
attachment. His is the ideal of living one's life in a manner that 
is most conducive to health, long life, and proper enjoyment. Our 
only care should be that we do not commit any mistake in eating, 
drinking and other actions of life which may directly or indirectly 
(through the production of sins) produce diseases and sufferings 
or jeopardize our life and enjoyment in any way. This unique 
character of Caraka's ethical position is very clearly proved by 
the code of conduct, virtues and methods of leading a good life 
elaborated by Caraka. He no doubt shows a lip-sympathy with 
the ideal of giving up all actions (sannyāsa) ; but his real sympathies 
seem to be with the normal scheme of life, involving normal en- 
joyments and fruition of desires. A normal life, according to 
Caraka, ought also to be a virtuous life, as vices and sins are the 
sources of all sorrows, sufferings and diseases in this life and 
the next. 


Good Life in Caraka. 


It is well worth pointing out at the outset that “good life" in 
Caraka means not only an ethically virtuous life, but a life which 
is free from diseases, and which is so led that it attains its 
normal length. Moral life thus means a life that is free from 
the defect of prajmaparadha. It means wise and prudent life; 
for it is only the want of wisdom and prudence that is the 
cause of all physical, social, physiological, moral and spiritual 
mischiefs. T'o be a good man, it is not enough that one should 
practise the ethical virtues: a man should practise the physical, 
physiological and social virtues as well. He must try to live a 
healthy and long life, free from diseases and sufferings and free 
from reproaches of any kind. It is important to note that Caraka 
does not believe in the forced separation of the physical life from 
the mental and the moral. Physical diseases are to be cured by 
medicines, while mental diseases are to be cured by right and 
proper knowledge of things, self-control and self-concentration. 
'The close interconnection between body and mind was well 
known from early times, and even the Maha-bharata (x11. 16) says 
that out of the body arise the mental diseases and out of the mind 
arise the bodily diseases. Caraka also thinks that a physician should 
try to cure not only the bodily diseases but also the mental diseases. 
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The Mahā-bhārata further says in the same chapter that there are 
three elements in the body, viz. heat, cold and air; when they 
are in a state of equipoise, the body is healthy, and when any one 
of them predominates, there is disease, The mind is constituted 
of sattva, rajas and tamas; when these are in a state of equipoise, 
the mind is in proper order, and when any one of them pre- 
dominates, it becomes diseased. Caraka, however, thinks that it is 
only when rajas and tamas predominate that the mind gets diseased. 
But, whatever these differences may be, it is evident that, when 
Caraka speaks of life, he includes both mind and body, and it is 
the welfare of both that is the chief concern of the physician, 
Caraka's prohibitions and injunctions are therefore based on this 
twofold good of body and mind that ought to be aimed at. 

After speaking of the harmfulness of attempting to control 
some of the bodily excretory movements, he recommends the 
necessity of attempting to control certain other mental and bodily 
tendencies. Thus he forbids all persons to indulge rashly in their 
unthinking tendencies to eommit mistakes of mind, speech and 
action. A man should also control his passion of greed, and his 
feelings of grief, fear, anger, vanity, shamelessness, envy, attachment 
and solicitude. He should not speak harshly or talk too much or 
use stinging words or lie or speak irrelevantly or untimely, He 
should not injure others by his body, indulge in unrestricted sex- 
gratifications, or steal, Injury to living beings (/imsd) is supposed 
to produce sins and thereby affects one's longevity. Non-injury 
is thus described as being the best way of increasing life (ahimsa 
prāņa-vardhanānām). The man who follows the above right course 
of life is called virtuous, and he enjoys wealth, satisfies his desires, 
abides by the laws (dharma) of a good life, and is happy. Along 
with the proper and well-controlled exercise of the moral func- 
tions Caraka advises people to take to well-controlled bodily 
exercises (vyāyāma). When moderately performed, they give light- 
ness, power of dajng work, steadiness (sthairya) and fortitude 
(duhkha-sahisņutā). Avoidance of unwise courses and non-com- 
mission of ertors of judgment (tydgah prajhaparadhaindm), sense- 
control, remembrance of past experiences (smrti), due knowledge 
of one's own powers, due regard to proper time and place and 
good conduct prevent the inrush of mental and bodily diseases; 
for it is these which are the essentials of a good life, and a wise 
man always does what is good for himself. Caraka further advises 
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that one should not keep company with those who are sinful in 
character, speech and mind, or with those who are quarrelsome, 
greedy, jealous, crooked, light-minded or fond of speaking ill of 
others or cruel or vicious, or with those who associate with one's 
enemies. But one should always associate with those who are wise, 
learned, aged, with men of character, firmness, self-concentration, 
ready experience, with those who know the nature of things and 
are full of equanimity, and those who direct us in the right path, 
are good to all beings, possess a settled character and are peaceful 
and self-contented. In these ways a man should try, on the one 
hand, to secure himself against the inrush of mental troubles which 
upset one's moral life and, on the other hand, properly to attend 
to his bodily welfare by taking the proper kind of food at the 
proper time and attending to other details of physical well-being?. 

The rules of good conduct (sad-vrtta) are described in detail 
by Caraka as follows?: 

A man should respect gods, cows, Brāhmaņas, preceptors 
(guru), elderly persons, saints and teachers (ācārya), hold auspicious 
amulets, bathe twice and clean all the pores of the body and feet 
and cut his hair, beard and nails three times in a fortnight. He 
should be well-dressed, should always oil his head, ears, nose and 
feet, comb his hair, scent himself and smoke (dhūma-pā). He should 
recognize others with a pleasant face, help others in difficulties, 
perform sacrifices, make gifts, talk delightfully, nicely and for 
the good of others, be self-controlled (vasyātman) and of a 
virtuous temperament. He should envy the cause of another's 
prosperity in the form of his good character and other causes of 
his personal efficiency (hetav irgyu), but should not be jealous of 
the fruits of these in the form of a man's prosperity or wealth 
(phale nersyu). He should be of firm decision, fearless, suscep- 
tible to the feeling of shame, intelligent, energetic, skilful, of a 
forgiving nature, virtuous and a believer (āstika). He should use 
umbrellas, sticks, turbans and shoes, and should at the time of 
walking look four cubits of ground in front of him; he should 
avoid going to impure, unclean and dirty places; he should try to 
appease those who are angry, soothe the fears of those who have 
become afraid, help the poor, keep his promises, bear harsh words, 
be self-controlled, remove the causes of attachments and antipathy 
(raga-dvesa) and behave as the friend of all living beings. Again, 

1 See Caraka-samhitā, 1. 7. 1 Ibid.1.8. 
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one should not tell lies, or take that which belongs to others, should 
not commit adultery, or be jealous at other people's wealth, should 
not be given to creating enemies, should not commit sins, or do 
wrong even to a sinner, or speak about the defects or secrets of 
others; should not keep company with the sinful or with those 
who are the king's enemies or with madmen, the mean, wicked, out- 
cast, or those who make abortions. One should not climb into bad 
vehicles, lie on hard beds, or beds without sheets or pillows, 
should not climb steep mountain sides or trees or bathe in fast 
flowing rivers with strong currents; one should not go about 
places where there are great fires raging, or laugh loudly or yawn 
or laugh without covering the face, or pick one's teeth. Again, 
one should not break the laws ordained by a large number of 
persons, or other laws in general; should not go about at night in 
improper places, or make friends with youngsters, old or greedy 
people, fools, sinners or eunuchs; one should not be fond of wines, 
gambling, prostitutes, divulge secrets, insult others, be proud or 
boastful or speak ill of old people, teachers, kings or assemblages 
of persons, or talk too much; one should not turn out relations, 
friends or those who know one's secrets. One should attend at the 
proper time to every action, should not undertake to do anything 
without properly examining it, or be too procrastinating, or be 
under the influence of anger and pleasure; one should not be 
very down-hearted in afflictions, or too elated in success, or too 
disappointed in failures; should practice sex-continence, try to be 
wise, make gifts, be friendly and compassionate to all and always 
contented. It is needless to continue to enumerate all the qualities, 
which would commonly be included within the requisites of a 
good life. In this Caraka seems to cut an absolutely new way, 
and in no other branch of Indian thought can we note such an 
assemblage of good qualities of all the different kinds necessary 
not only for a virtuous life, but for the healthy and successful 
life of a good citizen. 

It has already been pointed out that error of judgment or 
delusion, in whichever sphere it may be exercised, is the root of 
all mischiefs and all troubles. And Caraka demonstrates this by 
enumerating in his schedule of good conduct proper behaviour in 
all the different concerns and spheres of life. To Caraka the con- 
ception ef life is not as moral or immoral, but as good (hita) and bad 
(ahita). It is true, no doubt, that here and there stray statements are 
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found in the Caraka-samhitā which regard the cessation of all 
sorrows as the ultimate end of life; but it is obvious that Caraka's 
main approach to the subject shows very clearly that, though moral 
virtues are always very highly appreciated, yet the non-moral 
virtues, such as the proper taking care of the well-being of one's 
own body and the observance of social rules and forms of etiquette 
or normal prudent behaviour, are regarded as being equally neces- 
sary for the maintenance of a good life. Transgressions and 
sins are the causes of mental worries, troubles and also of many 
mental and physical diseases, and one ought therefore to take 
proper care that they may not enter into one's life; and it is said 
that the diseases produced by strong sinful acts cannot be cured 
by the ordinary means of the application of medicines and the 
like, until with the proper period of their sufferings they subside 
of themselves. But sins and transgressions are not the only causes 
of our desires, accidents and other domestic, social and political 
troubles. It is through our imprudent behaviour and conduct, 
which are due to error of judgment (prajiaparadha), as our other 
sins and immoral acts are, that all our bodily and mental troubles 
happen to us. A good life, which is the ideal of every person, is 
a life of peace, contentment and happiness, free from desires and 
troubles of all kinds. It is a life of prudence and well-balanced 
judgment, where every action is done with due consideration to 
its future consequences and where all that may lead to troubles 
and difficulties is carefully avoided. It is only such a life that 
can claim to be good and can be regarded as ideal. A merely 
moral or virtuous life is not our ideal, which must be good in 
eVery respect. Any transgression, be it of the rules of hygiene, 
rules of polite society, rules of good citizenship, or any deviation 
from the path which prudence or good judgment would recom- 
mend to be wise, may disturb the peace of life. A scheme of 
good life thus means a wise life, and observance of morality is 
but one of the many ways in which wisdom cen be shown. 
Ayur-veda, or the Science of Life, deals primarily with the ways 
in which a life may be good (hita), bad (ahita), happy (sukha) or 
unhappy (asukha). A happy life is described as a life undisturbed 
by bodily and mental diseases, full of youth and proper strength, 
vitality, energy, power of launching new efforts, endowed with 
wisdom, knowledge and efficient sense-organs—a life which is full 
of all kinds of desirable enjoyments and in which the ventures that 
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are undertaken are all successful. The opposite of this is what 
may be called an unhappy life. 'The happy life thus represents 
a life so far as it is happy and enjoyable and so far as it satisfies 
us. The good life is the life as it is moulded and developed by our 
right conduct. In a way it is the good life that makes a happy life. 
‘They who seek a good life should desist from the sins of taking 
other people’s possessions and be truthful and self-controlled. 
They should perform every action with proper observation, care and 
judgment, and should not be hasty or make mistakes by their care- 
lessness ; they should attend to the attainment of virtue, wealth and 
the enjoyments of life without giving undue emphasis to any of 
them; they should respect those who are revered, should be learned, 
wise and of a peaceful mind and control their tendencies to attach- 
ment, anger, jealousy and false pride; they should always make 
gifts; they should lead a life of rigour (tapas) and attain wisdom, 
self-knowledge or philosophy (adhyatma-vidah), and behave in such 
a way that the interests of both the present life on earth and the 
life hereafter may be attended to with care and judgment, always 
remembering the lessons of past experience’, It is now clear that 
the ideal of good life in Caraka is not the same as that of the 
different systems of philosophy which are technically called the 
Science of Liberation (moksa-šāstra). The fundamental idea of a 
good life is that a life should be so regulated that the body and 
mind may be free from diseases, that it should not run into un- 
necessary risks of danger through carelessness, that it should be 
virtuous, pure and moral; that it should be a prudent and wise life 
which abides by the laws of polite society and of good and loyal 
citizens, manifesting keen alertness in thought and execution and 
tending constantly to its own good—good for all interests of life, 
body, mind and spirit. 
Ayur-veda Literature. 

The systematig development of Indian’ medicine proceeded 
primarily on two principal lines, viz. one that of Sušruta and the 
other that of'Caraka. It is said in Suéruta's great work, Suéruta- 
samhita, that Brahmi originally composed the Ayur-veda in one hun- 
dred verses, divided into one thousand chapters, even before he had 
created human beings, and that later on, having regard to the 
shortnegs of human life and the poverty of the human intellect, 
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he divided it into the eight parts, Salya, Salakya, etc., alluded to 
in a previous section. But this seems to be largely mythical. It is 
further said in the same connection in the Susruta-samhità, 1. 1 
that the sages Aupadhenava, Vaitarana, Aurabhra, Pauskalāvata, 
Karavirya, Gopuraraksita, Susruta and others approached 
Dhanvantari or Divodāsa, king of Kasi, for medical instruction. 
Sušruta's work is therefore called a work of the Dhanvantari 
school. Though it was revised at a later date by Nāgārjuna, yet 
Susruta himself is an old writer. A study of the Jātakas shows that 
the great physician Ātreya, a teacher of Jīvaka, lived in Taxila 
shortly before Buddha!. It has been said in a preceding section 
that in the enumeration of bones Suáruta shows a knowledge of 
Atreya's system of osteology. Hoernle has further shown in 
sections 42, 56, 60 and 61 of his “Osteology,” that the Satapatha- 
Brahmana, which is at least as old as the sixth century B.c., shows 
an acquaintance with Sušruta's views concerning the counting of 
bones. But, since Atreya could not have lived earlier than the sixth 
century B.C., and since the Satapatha-Brahmana of about the sixth 
century B.C. shows an acquaintance with Sušruta's views, Hoernle 
conjectures that Suéruta must have been contemporary with 
Atreya's pupil, Agniveša*. But, admitting Hoernle's main conten- 
tions to be true, it may be pointed out that by the term veda- 
vadinah in Susruta-samhita, 111. $. 18 Susruta may have referred 
to authorities earlier than Ātreya, from whom Ātreya also may 
have drawn his materials. On this view, then, the lower limit of 
Sušruta's death is fixed as the sixth or seventh century B.C., this 
beingthedateofthe Satapatha-Brāhmaņa, while practically nothing 
can be said about the upper limit. 

But it is almost certain that the work which now passes by 
the name of Susruta-samhitā is not identically the same work that 
was composed by this elder Sušruta (vrddha Susruta). Dalhana, 
who lived probably in the eleventh or the twelfth century, says in 
his Nibandha-samgraha that Nāgārjuna was the reviser of the 
Susruta-samhita? ; and the Susruta-samhitā itself contains a supple- 
mentary part after the Kalpa-sthana, called the Uttara-tantra (later 
work). In the edition of Sugruta by P. Muralidhar, of Pharuknagar, 
there is a verse at the beginning, which says that that which was 


* Rockhill's Life of Buddha, pp. 65 and 96. - 
2 Hoernle's Medicine of Ancient India, Part I, “Osteology,” pp- 7 and 8. 
5 Pratisamskartapiha Nagarjuna eva. Dalhana's Nibandha-samgraha, 1. 1. 1. 
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so well taught for the good of the people by the great sage Dhan- 
vantari to the good pupil Suáruta became famous all over the 
world as Susruta-samhita, and is regarded as the best and the chief 
of the threefold Āyur-veda literature, and that it was strung together 
in the form of a book by no other person than Nāgārjuna. Cakra- 
pāņi also in his Bhānumatī refers to a reviser (pratisamskartr); but 
he does not mention his name. Gayadāsa's panjika on Sušruta, 
Susruta-candrikā or Nyāya-candrikā, has an observation on the 
eighth verse of the third chapter of the Nidana-sthana, in which he 
gives a different reading by Nagarjuna, which is the same as the 
present reading of Sušruta in the corresponding passage*. Again, 
Bhatta Narahari in his Tippaņī on the Astanga-hrdaya-samhita, 
called Vagbhata-khandana-mandana, in discussing müdha-garbha- 
nidāna, annotates on the reading vasti-dvare vipannayah, which 
Vāgbhata changes in borrowing from Susruta’s vastimara-vipanna- 
yah (11.8.14), and says that vasti-dvāreis the reading of Nagarjuna’. 
That Nagarjuna had the habit of making supplements to his revisions 
of works is further testified by the fact that a work called Yoga- 
šataka, attributed to Nagarjuna, had also a supplementary chapter, 
called Uttara-tantra, in addition to its other chapters, Kaya-cikitsa, 
Salakya-tantra, Salya-tantra, Visa-tantra, Bhūtavidyā, Kaumara- 
tantra, Rasáyana-tantra and Vājikaraņa-tantra. This makes it 
abundantly clear that what passes as the Susruta-samhita was either 
entirely strung together from the traditional teachings of Suéruta 
or entirely revised and enlarged by Nāgārjuna on the basis of a 
nuclear work of Sušruta which was available to Nāgārjuna. But 
was Nāgārjuna the only person who revised the Susruta-samhita? 
Dalhana's statement that it was Nagarjuna who was the reviser 
of the work (pratisamskartāpīha Nāgārjuna eva) is attested by the 
verse of the Muralidhar edition (Vāgārjunenatva grathitā); but 
the use of the emphatic word eva in both suggests that there 
may have been other editions or revisions of Sušruta by other 
writers as well. The hopelessly muddled condition of the readings, 
E Upadistd tu ya samyag Dhanvantari-maharsiņā 

"Susrutáya susisyaya lokānām hita-vünchayà — 

sarvatra bhuvi vikhyātā nāmnā Susruta-samhita 

A rode alā gramcropah 

2 Nagarjunas bi itka tā sikatā pipe ec ngon 


In the Nirņaya-Sāgara edition of 1915 this is n 
edition it is me. 8. See also Dr Cordier's Rēcentes Découvertes de MSS. Médicaux 
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chapter-divisions and textual arrangements in the chapters in 
different editions of the Susruta-samhitā is such that there can be no 
doubt that from time to time many hands were in operation on 
this great work. Nor itis proper to think that the work of revising 
Susruta was limited to a pre-Cakrapāņi period. It is possible to 
point out at least one case in which it can be almost definitely 
proved that a new addition was made to the Susruta-samhitā 
after Cakrapani, or the text of Sušruta known to Dalhana was 
not known to Cakrapani. Thus, in dealing with the use of catheters 
and the processes of introducing medicine through the anus 
(vasti-kriyā) in 1v. 38, the texts of the Susruta-samhitā commented 
on by Dalhana reveal many interesting details which are untouched 
in the chapter on Vasti in the Caraka-samhita (Uttara-vasti, Siddhi- 
sthana, x11). This chapter of the Caraka-samhita was an addition 
by Drdhabala, who flourished in Kāšmīra or the Punjab, prob- 
ably in the eighth or the ninth century. When Cakrapani wrote 
his commentary in the eleventh century, he did not make any 
reference to the materials found in the Susruta-samhita, nor did he 
introduce them into his own medical compendium, which passes 
by the name of Cakradatta. Cakrapani knew his Susruta-samhita 
well, as he had commented on it himself, and it is extremely un- 
likely that, if he had found any interesting particulars concerning 
vasti-kriyā in his text, he should not have utilized them in his 
commentary or in his own medical work. The inference, there- 
fore, is almost irresistible that many interesting particulars re- 
garding vasti-kriya, absent in the texts of the Susruta-samhitā in 
the ninth and eleventh centuries, were introduced into it in the 
twelfth century. It is difficult, however, to guess which Nāgār- 
juna was the reviser or editor of the Susruta-samhita; it is very 
unlikely that he was the famous Nagarjuna of the Madhyamika- 
kārikā, the great teacher of Sūnyavāda; for the accounts of the 
life of this Nagarjuna, as known from Chinese and Tibetan 
sources, nowhere suggest that he revised or edited the Susruta- 
samhita. Alberuni speaks of a Nagarjuna who was born in Dihaka, 
near Somanātha (Gujarat), about one hundred years before 
himself, i.e. about the middle of the ninth century, and who 
had written an excellent work on alchemy, containing the sub- 
stance of the whole literature of the subject, which by Alberuni’s 
time had become very rare. It is not improbable that this 
Nagarjuna was the author of the Kaksaputa-tantra, which is 
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avowedly written with materials collected from the alchemical 
works of various religious communities and which deals with 
the eightfold miraculous acquirements (asta-siddhi). But Vrnda 
in his Siddha-yoga refers to a formula by Nagarjuna which was 
said to have been written on a pillar in Pātaliputra!. This 
formula is reproduced by Cakrapāņi Datta, Vangasena and by 
Nityanātha Siddha in his Rasa-ratnākara. But since Vrnda, 
the earliest of these writers, flourished about the eighth or the 
ninth century, and since his formula was taken from an in- 
scription, it is not improbable that this Nāgārjuna flourished a 
few centuries before him. i 

Of the commentaries on the Sufruta-samhità the most im- 
portant now current is Dalhana's Nibandha-samgraha. Dalhana 
quotes Cakrapani, of A.D. 1060, and is himself quoted by Hemādri, 
of A.D. 1260. He therefore flourished between the eleventh and 
the thirteenth centuries. It has been pointed out that sufficient 
textual changes in the Susruta-samhita had occurred between Cakra- 
pāņi and Dalhana's time to have taken at least about one hundred 
years. I am therefore inclined to think that Dalhana lived late in 
the twelfth, or early in the thirteenth, century at the court of King 
Sahapāla Deva. Cakrapāņi had also written a commentary on the 
Sušruta-samhitā, called Bhānumatī,the first book of which has been 
published by Kaviraj Gangaprasad Sen. Dr Cordier notes that 
there is a complete manuscript of this at Benares. Niscala Kara and 
Srikantha Datta sometimes quote from Cakrapāņi's commentary 
on the Susruta-samhità. Dalhana’s commentary is called Nibandha- 
samgraha, which means that the book is collected from a number 
of commentaries, and he himself says in a colophon at the end of 
the Uttara-tantra that the physician Dalhana, son of Bharata, had 
written the work after consulting many other commentaries®. 
At the beginning of his Nibandha-samgraha he refers to Jaiyyata, 
Gayadāsa, Bhāskara's paiījikā, Srimadhava and Brahmadeva. In 
his work he further mentions Caraka, Hārīta, Jatukar na, Kasyapa, 
Krsnátreya, Bhadrašaunaka, Nagarjuna, the two Vagbhatas, 
Videha, Hafiscandra, Bhoja, Karttika Kunda and others. Hari- 
écandra was a commentator on the Garaka-samhitā. Tt is curious, 
however, that, though Dalhana refers to Bhāskara and Srimadhava 


1 Nāgārjunena likhitā stambhe Pātaliputrake, V. 149. i 

bs Nibandhan bahušo vīksya vaidyaht devis 
e uttara-sthānam akarot suspastam Palhano » ga MATA, 
Concluding verse of Dalhana’s commentary on Sušruta's Uttara- „chap. 66. 
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at the beginning of his commentary, he does not refer to them 
in the body of it. Hoernle, however, is disposed to identify 
Bhāskara and Kārttika Kuņda as one person. Vijayaraksita and 
Srikantha Datta, commentators on Mādhava's Nidana, refer to 
Kārttika Kunda in connection with their allusions to the Susruta- 
samhitā, but not to Bhaskara. A Patna inscription (E.I.I. 340, 345) 
says that King Bhoja had given the title of Vidyapati to Bhaskara 
Bhatta. Hoernle thinks that this Bhaskara was the same as Bhaskara 
Bhatta. Hoernle also suggests that Vrnda Madhava was the same 
as Srimadhava referred to by Dalhana. Madhava in his Siddha-yoga 
often modifies Susruta's statements. It may be that these modifi- 
cations passed as Madhava’s Tippana. Since Gayadasa and Cakra- 
pani both refer to Bhoja and do not refer to one another, it may 
be that Gayadāsa was a contemporary of Cakrapāņi. Hoernle 
thinks that the Brahmadeva referred to by Dalhana was Sribrahma, 
the father of Mahesvara, who wrote his SSahasanka-carita in A.D. 
1111. Mahešvara refers to Hariscandra as an early ancestor of his. 
It is not improbable that this Hari$candra was a commentator on 
Caraka. The poet Mahesvara was himself also a Kavirāja, and 
Heramba Sena's Güdha-bodhaka-samgraha was largely based on 
Maheévara's work. Jejjata’s commentary passed by the name of 
Brhallaghu-paüjika; Gayadāsa's commentary was called the 
Susruta-candrikā or Nyāya-candrikā and Šrīmādhava or Mādhava- 
Kara's Tippana was called Sloka-varttika. Gayadāsa mentions the 
names of Bhoja, Suranandī and Svāmidāsa. Gayadasa’s parījikā has 
been discovered only up to the Nidana-sthüna, containing 3000 
granthas. Among other commentators of Sušruta we hear the 
names of Gomin, Āsādhavarman, Jinadāsa, Naradanta, Gadādhara, 
Bāspacandra, Soma, Govardhana and Pra$nanidhāna. 

It may not be out of place here to mention the fact that the 
Sāmkhya philosophy summed up in the Sarira-sthana of Susruta 
is decidedly the Sāmkhya philosophy of ĪSvarakrsņa, which, as I 
have elsewhere pointed out, is later than the Samkhya philosophy 
so elaborately treated in the Caraka-samhita!. This fact also sug- 
gests that the revision of Sušruta was executed after the composition 
of Igvarakrsna’s work (about A.D. 200), which agrees with the view 
expressed above that the revision of Susruta was the work of Nāgār- 
juna, who flourished about the fourth or the fifth century A.D. 
But it is extremely improbable that the elaborate medical dogtrines 


1 History of Indian Philosophy, vol. 1, pp. 313-322. 
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of an author who lived at so early a date as the sixth century B.c. 
could have remained in a dispersed condition until seven, eight 
or nine hundred years later. It is therefore very probable that 
the main basis of Sušruta's work existed in a codified and well- 
arranged form from very early times. The work of the editor or 
reviser seems to have consisted in introducing supplements, such 
as the Uttara-tantra, and other chapters on relevant occasions. It 
does not seem impossible that close critical and comparative 
study of a number of published texts of the Susruta-samhita 
and of unpublished manuscripts may enable a future student to 
separate the original from the supplementary parts. The task, 
however, is rendered difficult by the fact that additions to the 
Susruta-samhitā were probably not limited to one period, as has 
already been pointed out above. 

It is well known that Atri’s medical teachings, as collected by 
Agniveša in his Agnivesa-tantra, which existed at least as late as 
Cakrapani, form the basis of a revised work by Caraka, who is 
said to have flourished during the time of Kaniska, passing by 
the name of Caraka-samhitā!. It is now also well known that 
Caraka did not complete his task, but left it half-finished at a 
point in the Cikitsā-sthāna, seventeen chapters of which, together 
with the books called Siddhi-sthana and Kalpa-sthana, were added 
by Kapilabala’s son, Drdhabala, of the city of Paficanada, about the 
ninth century A.D. The statement that Drdhabala supplemented the 
work in the above way is found in the current texts of the Caraka- 
samhitā*. Nigcala Kara in his Ratna-prabha describes him as author 
of the Caraka-parisista, and Cakrapani, Vijayaraksita and Aruna- 
datta (A.D. 1240), whenever they have occasion to quote passages 
from his supplementary parts. all refer to Drdhabala as the author. 
The city of Paficanada was identified as the Punjab by DrU,C. Dutt 
in his Materia Medica, which identification was accepted by Dr 
Cordier and referred to a supposed modern Panjpur,north of Attock 
in the Punjab. There are several Paficanadas in different parts of 
India, and one of them is mentioned in the fifty-ninth chapter of 
the Kasi-khànda; Gangadhara in his commentary identifies this 
with Benares, assigning no reason for such identification. Hoernle, 
however, thinks that this Paficanada is the modern village of 


1 On Caraka’s being the court-physician of Kaniska see S. Levi, Notes sur 


les IndoeScythes, in Journal Asiatique, pp. 444 599- A 
? Caraka-samhitā, V1. 30 and Siddhi-sthāna, vu. 8. 
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Pantzinor (“five channels" in Kashmir) and holds that Drdhabala 
was an inhabitant of this place. There are many passages in Caraka 
which the commentators believe to be additions of the Kasmira 
recension (Kasmira-patha). Madhava quotes a number of verses 
from the third chapter of the sixth section, on fevers, which verses 
are given with the omission of about twenty-four lines. Vijaya- 
raksita, in his commentary on Mādhava's Nidana, says that these 
lines belong to the Kasmira recension. Existing manuscripts vary 
very much with regard to these lines; for, while some have the lines, 
in others they are not found. In the same chapter there are other 
passages which are expressly noted by Cakrapanidatta as belonging 
to Kasmira recensions, and are not commented upon by him. There 
are also other examples. Hoernle points out that Jivananda’s edition 
of 1877 gives the Kāšmīra version, while his edition of 1896, as 
well as the editions of Gangadhara, the two Sens and Abinas, 
"have Caraka's original version. Madhava never quotes readings 
belonging to the Kasmira recension. Hoernle puts together four 
points, viz. that Caraka’s work was revised and completed by 
Drdhabala, that there existed a Kasmira recension of the Caraka- 
samhita, that Drdhabala calls himself a native of Paricanada city, 
and that there existed a holy place of that name in Kasmira; and 
he argues that the so-called Kasmira recension represents the re- 
vision of the Caraka-samhita by Drdhabala. Judging from the 
fact that Madhava takes no notice of the readings of the Kasmira 
recension, he argues that the latter did not exist in Madhava’s 
time and that therefore Madhava’s date must be anterior to that 
of Drdhabala. 

But which portions were added to the Caraka-samhita by 
Drdhabala? The obvious assumption is that he added the last 
seventeen chapters of the sixth book (Cikitsā) and the seventh and 
eighth books!. But such an assumption cannot hold good, since 
there is a great divergence in the counting of the number of the 
chapters in different manuscripts. Thus, while Jivananda’s text 
marks Aršas, Atīsāra, Visarpa, Madatyaya and Dvivraniya as the 
ninth, tenth, eleventh, twelfth and thirteenth chapters of Cikitsa 
and therefore belonging to the original Caraka, Gangadhara’s text 

T asmin saptadasadhya kalpáh siddhaya eva ca 

nāsādyante 'gnivesasya tantre Carakasamskrte 
tàn etān Kāpilabalah sesan Drdhabalo *karot 


tantrasyāsya mahàrthasya pūraņārtham yathayatham. : 
VI. 30. 274. 


————— Sst oo os 
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calls the ninth, tenth, eleventh, twelfth and thirteenth chapters 
Unmāda, Apasmāra, Ksataksina, Svayathu and Udara. The seven- 
teen chapters attributed to Drdhabala have conseguently different 
titles in the Gangadhara and Jīvānanda editions. Hoernle has dis- 
cussed very critically these textual problems and achieved notable 
results in attributing chapters to Caraka or Drdhabala'. But it is 
needless for us to enter into these discussions. 
Mahāmahopādhyāya Kaviraj Gaņanātha Sen, merely on the 
strength of the fact that the Rāja-tararigiņī is silent on the matter?, 
disputes the traditional Chinese statement that Caraka was the 
court-physician of Kaniska. There is no ground to believe as 
gospel truth a tradition, which cannot be traced to any earlier 
authority than Bhoja (eleventh century), that Pataüjali was the 
author of a medical work, and that therefore Pataūjali and Caraka 
could be identified. His comparisons of some passages from 
Caraka (1v. 1) with some sūtras of Patafjali are hardly relevant 
and he finally has to rest for support of this identification on the 
evidence of Ramabhadra Diksita, a man of the seventeenth or the 
eighteenth century, who holds that Patafijali had written a work 
on medicine. He should have known that there were more 
Pataíijalis than one, and that the alchemist and medical Patafijali 
was an entirely different person from Patanijali, the grammarian. 
The most important commentary now completely available to 
us is the Ayur-veda-dipika, or Caraka-tatparya-tika, of Cakrapani- 
datta. Another important commentary is the Caraka-panjika by 
Svāmikumāra. He was a Buddhist in faith, and he refers to the 
commentator Harigcandra. The Caraka-tattva-pradīpikā was 
written in later times by Sivadasasena, who also wrote the T'attva- 
candrikā, a commentary on Cakradatta. We hear also of other 
commentaries on Caraka by Bāspacandra or Vapyacandra, [sana- 
deva, Igvarasena, Vakulakara, Jinadasa, Munidasa, Govardhana, 
Sandhyakara, Jaya nandi and the Caraka-candrika of Gayadasa. 
Among other ancient treatises we may mention the Kasyapa- 
samhita, discovered in Kathmandü, a medical dialogue between 
Kāsyapa, the*teacher and Bhargava, the student. It is interesting 
to note that it has some verses (MS., PP- 105-110) which are 
identical with part of the fifth chapter of the first book of Caraka. 
There is another important manuscript, called Bharadvaja- 


1 3.R.A.S., 1908 and 1909. 


d 2 Pratyaksa-šārīram, introduction. 
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samhitā, which contains within it a small work called Bhesaja- 
kalpa, a commentary by Venūkateša'. Agnivesa's original work, 
the Agniveša-samhitā, which was the basis of Caraka's revision, 
was available at least up to the time of Cakrapāņi; Vijayaraksita 
and Šrīkaņthadatta also quote from it?. Jatükarna's work also 
existed till the time of the same writers, as they occasionally guote 
from fatūkarņa-samhitā?. The Parasara-samhità and Ksārapāņi- 
samhitā were also available down to Srikanthadatta's, or even down 
to Sivadasa's, time. The Hārīta-samhitā (different from the printed 
and more modern text) was also available from the time of 
Cakrapāņi and Vijayaraksita, as is evident from the guotations 
from it in their works. Bhela's work, called Bhela-samhita, has 
already been published by the University of Calcutta. It may be 
remembered that Agnivesa, Bhela, Jatükarna, Parasara, Harita 
and Ksarapani were all fellow-students in medicine, reading with 
the same teacher, Ātreya-Punarvasu; Agniveša, being the most 
intelligent of them all, wrote his work first, but Bhela and his 
other fellow-students also wrote independent treatises, which 
were read before the assembly of medical scholars and approved by 
them. Another work of the same school, called Kharaņada-samhitā, 
and also a Višvāmitra-samhitā, both of which are not now available, 
are utilized by Cakrapāņi and other writers in their commentaries. 
The name samhitā, however, is no guarantee of the antiquity of 
these texts, for the junior Vagbhata’s work is also called Astāriga- 
hrdaya-samhitā. We have further a manuscript called Vararuci- 
samhitā, by Vararuci, and a Siddha-sāra-samhitā by Ravigupta, 
son of Durgāgupta, which are of comparatively recent date. The 
Brahma-vaivarta-purāņa refers to a number of early medical works, 
such as the Cikitsā-tattva-vijūāna of Dhanvantari, Cikitsa-darsana 
of Divodāsa, Cikitsā-kaumudī of Kāšīrāja, Cikitsā-sāra-tantra and 
Bhrama-ghna of Āsvinī, Vaidyaka-sarvasva of Nakula, Vyādhi- 
sindhu-vimardana of Sahadeva, Jüanarnava of Yama, Fivadana of 
Cyavana, Vaidya-sandeha-bhamjana of Janaka, Sarva-sāra of 
Candrasuta, Tantra-sāra of Jābāla, Vedanga-sara of Jajali, Nidana 
of Paila, Sarva-dhara of Karatha and Dvaidha-nirnaya-tantra of 


1 See Dr Cordier’s Récentes Découvertes de MSS. Médicaux Sanscrits dans 
T Inde (1898—1902). 

2 See Cakrapāņi's commentary on Caraka-samhitā, 11. 2, also Srikantha on 
the Siddha-yoga, fvarādhikāra. e 

2 Cakrapāņi's commentary, 11. 2 and ir. 5, also Srikantha on th» Nidāna 
(Ksudra-roga). 3 
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Agastya!. But nothing is known of these works, and it is difficult 
to say if they actually existed. 

It is well known that there were two Vagbhatas (sometimes 
spelt Vahata). The earlier Vagbhata knew Caraka and Sušruta. 
It is conjectured by Hoernle and others that the statement of 
I-tsing (A.D. 675-685), that the eight arts formerly existed in eight 
books, and that a man had lately epitomized them and made them 
into one bundle, and that all physicians in the five parts of India 
practised according to that book, alludes to the Astāriga-samgraha 
of Vagbhata the elder. In that case Vagbhata I must have flourished 
either late in the sixth century or early in the seventh century; for 
I-tsing speaks of him as having epitomized the work “lately,” and 
on the other hand time must be allowed for the circulation of such 
a work in the five parts of India. A comparison of Susruta and 
Vagbhata I shows that the study of anatomy had almost ceased to 
exist in the latter’s time. It is very probable that Vagbhata was a 
Buddhist. The Astanga-samgraha has a commentary by Indu; but 
before Indu there had been other commentators, whose bad ex- 
positions were refuted by him?. 

Madhava, Drdhabala and Vagbhata II all knew Vagbhata I. 
Madhava mentions him by name and occasionally quotes from 
him both in the Siddha-yoga and in the Nidana, and so also does 
Drdhabala?. Hoernle has shown that Drdhabala's 96 diseases of 
the eye are based on Vāgbhata's 94. Vāgbhata II towards the end 
of the Uitara-sthana of his Astāniga-hrdaya-samhitā definitely ex- 
presses his debt to Vagbhata I. But they must all have flourished 
before Cakrapani, who often refers to Drdhabala and Vagbhata II. 
If, as Hoernle has shown, Mādhava was anterior to Drdhabala, he 
also must necessarily have flourished before Cakrapāņi. Hoernle's 
argument that Mādhava flourished before Drdhabala rests upon 
the fact that Sugruta counts 76 kinds of eye-diseases, while 
Vāgbhata I has 94. Drdhabala accepts Vāgbhata I's 94eye-diseases 
with the addition of two more, added by Mādhava, making his list 
come to 96. Madhava had accepted Sušruta's 76 eye-diseases and 


ma-vaivarta-purāņa makes Dhanvantari, 


. 
1 tis curious to notice that the Brah Dhan’ 
ch is contrary to Susruta's state- 


Kāšīrāja and Divodāsa different persons, whi 
ment noted above. 2 : 
2 Durvyākhyā-visa-suptasya Vahatasyasmad-uktayah santu samvitti-dāyinyas 
sad-āgama-pariskrtā. Indu's commentary, 1. 1. A x 
3 Siddha-yoga, 1. 27, Astánga-samgraha, 11. 1, Nidāna, u. LU fn Som 
graha, 18266, Caraka-samhita (Jivānanda, 1896), e ana, X Ped > 
Samgraha, 11.26. Again, Cikitsita-sthana, XVI. 53, etc., Samgraha, 11. 27, etc. 
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added two of his own!. The second point in Hoernle's argument 
is that Mādhava in his guotations from Caraka always omits the 
passages marked by Vijayaraksita as Kasmira readings, which 
Hoernle identifies with the revision work of Drdhabala. These 
arguments of Hoernle appear very inconclusive; for, if the 
so-called Kaámira recension can be identified with Drdhabala's 
revision, both Drdhabala's Kasmira nativity and his posteriority 
to Mādhava can be proved; but this proposition has not been 
proved. On the other hand, Cakrapāņi alludes to a Drdhabala 
samskāra side by side with a Kāśmīra reading, and this seems 
to indicate that the two are not the same?. The suggestion of 
Madhava's anteriority on the ground that he counts 78 eye- 
diseases is rather far-fetched. Mādhava's date, therefore, cannot 
be definitely settled. Hoernle is probably correct in holding that 
Drdhabala is anterior to Vagbhata®. However, the relative an- 
teriority or posteriority of these three writers does not actually 
matter very much; for they lived at more or less short intervals 
from one another and their dates may roughly be assigned to a 
period between the eighth and tenth centuries A.D. 

Vāgbhata II's Astāriga-hrdaya-samhitā has at least five com- 
mentaries, viz. by Aruņadatta (Sarvanga-sundari), Āšādhara, 
Candracandana (Padārtha-candrikā), Rāmanātha and Hemādri 
(Ayur-veda-rasayana). Of these Aruņadatta probably lived in A.D. 
1220. Mādhava's Rug-viniscaya, a compendium of pathology, is 
one of the most popular works of Indian Medicine. It has at least 
seven commentaries, viz. by Vijayaraksita (Madhu-kosa), Vaidya- 
vācaspati (Ātarika-dīpana), Rāmanātha Vaidya, Bhavānīsahāya, 
Naganatha (Nidana-pradipa), Gaņeša Bhisaj and the commentary 
known as Siddhānta-candrikā or Vivarana-siddhanta-candrika, 
by Narasimha Kaviraja*. Vijayaraksita’s commentary, however, 

1 Hoernle thinks that the total number of 76 eye-diseases ordinarily found 
in the printed editions of Mādhava's Nidāna is not correct, as they do not 
actually tally with the descriptions of the different eye-diseases given by 
Madhava and do not include paksma-kopa and paksma-sétd varieties. Hoernle's 
“Osteology,” p. 13. 

à 2 Cakra's commentary, 1. 7. 46-50. 

* See Hoernle's “Osteology,” pp. 14-16. . 

* Narasimha Kavirāja was the son of Nilakantha Bhatta and the pupil of 
Rāmakrsņa Bhatta. He seems to have written another medical work, called 
Madhu-mat. His Vivaraņa-siddhānta-candrikā, though based on Vijaya's 
Madhu-kosa, is an excellent commentary and contains much that is both 
instructive and new. The only manuscript available is probably the one that 
belongs to the family library of the author of the present work, who is preparing 
an edition of it for publication. 
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closes with the 33rd chapter, and the rest of the work was accom- 
plished by Srikanthadatta, a pupil of Vijayaraksita. Vrnda (who 
may be the same as Madhava) wrote a Siddha-yoga, a book of 
medical formulas, well known among medical writers. 

In connection with this brief account of Indian medical 
works the Nava-nitaka, and the other mutilated medical treatises 
which have been discovered in Central Asia and which go by the 
name of “Bower manuscript,” cannot be omitted. This manu- 
script is written on birch leaves in Gupta characters and is 
probably as old as the fifth century A.D. It is a Buddhist work, 
containing many medical formulas taken from Caraka, Susruta 
and other unknown writers. It will, however, be understood that 
an elaborate discussion of chronology or an exhaustive account 
of Indian medical works would be out of place in a work like 
the present. The Āyur-veda literature, and particularly that part 
which deals with medical formulas and recipes, medical lexicons 
and the like, is vast. Aufrecht’s catalogue contains the names 
of about 1300 manuscript texts, most of which have not yet 
been published, and there are many other manuscripts not 
mentioned in Aufrecht’s catalogue. Among the books now 
much in use may be mentioned the works of Sārngadhara, of the 
fourteenth century, Sivadasa’s commentary on Cakrapāņi, of the 
fifteenth century, and the Bhava-prakasa of Bhāvamišra, of the 
sixteenth. Vangasena’s work is also fairly common. Among ana- 
tomical texts Bhoja’s work and Bhaskara Bhatta’s Sarira-padmini 
deserve mention. The Aupadhenava-tantra, Pauskalavata-tantra, 
Vaitarana-tantra and Bhoja-tantra are alluded to by Dalhana. 
The Bhaluki-tantra and Kapila-tantra are mentioned by Cakrapani 
in his Bhanumati commentary. So much for the anatomical treatises. 
Videha-tantra, Nimi-tantra, Kānkāyana-tantra, Sātyaki-tantra, 
Karāla-tantra and Krsnatreya-tantra on eye-diseases are alluded 
to in Srikantha’s commentary on Mādhava's Nidana. 'The Saunaka- 
tantra on eye-diseases is named in the commentaries of Cakrapāņi 
and Dalhana, The Jīvaka-tantra, Parvataka-tantra and Bandhaka- 
tantra are alluded to by Dalhaņa as works on midwifery. 'The 
Hiranyaksya-tantra on the same subject is named by Srikantha, 
whereas the Kāsyapa-samhitā and Alambayana-samhita are cited 
by Srikantha on toxicology. The Usanas-samhita, Sanaka-samhita, 
e also mentioned as works on toxicology. 


Latyayana-samhita ar ; 
Among some of the other important Tantras may be mentioned 
28-2 
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Nāgārjuna's Yoga-sataka, containing the eight regular divisions of 
Indian Medicine, and Nagarjuna's fīva-sūtra and Bhesaja-kalpa, all 
of which were translated into Tibetan. Three works on the Astārtga- 
hrdaya, called Astanga-hrdaya-nama-vaidüryaka-bhàsva, Padār- 
tha-candrikā-prabhāsa-nāma, Astànga-hrdaya-vrtti and Vaidyakā- 
stāiga-hrdaya-vrtter bhesaja-nāma-sūcī, were also translated into 
Tibetan. 

The Āyur-veda-sūtra is a work by Yoganandanatha, published 
with a commentary by the same author in the Mysore University 
Sanskrit series in 1922, with an introduction by Dr Shama Sastry. 
It is rightly pointed out in the introduction that this is a very 
modern work, written after the Bhava-prakasa, probably in the 
sixteenth century. It contains sixteen chapters and is an attempt 
to connect Āyur-veda with Pataūijali's Yoga system. It endeavours 
to show how different kinds of food increase the sattva, rajas and 
tamas qualities and how yoga practices, fasting and the like, in- 
fluence the conditions of the body. Its contribution, whether as a 
work of Āyur-veda or as a work of philosophy, is rather slight. It 
shows a tendency to connect Yoga with Āyur-veda, while the Vīra- 
simhavalokita is a work which tries to connect astrology with the 
same. 


— a> 
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CHAPTER XIV 
THE PHILOSOPHY OF THE BHAGAVAD-GITA 


The Gita Literature. 


Tue Gita is regarded by almost all sections of the Hindus as one 
of the most sacred religious works, and a large number of commen- 
taries have been written on it by the adherents of different schools 
of thought, each of which explained the Gita in its own favour. 
Sarikara’s bhdsya is probably the earliest commentary now available; 
but from references and discussions found therein there seems to 
be little doubt that there were previous commentaries which he 
wished to refute. à 
Sankara in his interpretation of the Gita seeks principally to 
emphasize the dogma that right knowledge can never be com- 
bined with Vedic duties or the duties recommended by the legal 
scriptures. If through ignorance, or through attachment, a man 
continues to perform the Vedic duties, and if, as a result of sacri- 
fices, gifts and tapas (religious austerities), his mind becomes pure 
and he acquires the right knowledge regarding the nature of the 
ultimate reality—that the passive Brahman is the all—and then, 
when all reasons for the performance of actions have ceased for 
him, still continues to perform the prescribed duties just like 
common men and to encourage others to behave in a similar 
manner, then such actions are inconsistent with right knowledge. 
When a man performs actions without desire or motive, they 
cannot be considered as karma at all. He alone may be said to be 
performing karma, or duties, who has any interest in them. But 
the wise man, who has no interest in his karma, cannot be said 
to be performing karma in the proper sense of the term, though 
to all outward appearances he may be acting exactly like an 
ordinary man. Therefore the main thesis of the Gita, according 
to Sankara, is that liberation can come only through right know- 
ledge and not through knowledge combined with the performance 
of duties. Sankara maintains that all duties hold good for us only 
in the stage of ignorance and not in the stage of wisdom. When 
once [he right knowledge of identity with Brahman dawns and 
ignorance ceases, all notiops of duality, which are presupposed by 
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the performance of actions and responsibility for them, cease*. In 
interpreting Gita, 111. 1, Sankara criticizes the opinions of some 
previous commentators, who held that obligatory duties cannot be 
given up even when true wisdom is attained. In reply he alludes 
to legal scriptures (smrti-sastra), and asserts that the mere non- 
performance of any duties, however obligatory, cannot lead to 
evil results, since non-performance is a mere negation and of 
mere negation no positive results can come out. The evil effects 
of the non-performance of obligatory duties can happen only to 
those who have not given up all their actions (2-samnyāsi-visayatvāt 
pratyavaya-prapteh). But those who have attained true wisdom 
and have consequently given up all their actions transcend the 
sphere of duties and of the obligatory injunctions of the Vedas, 
and the legal scriptures cannot affect them at all. The perform- 
ance of duties cannot by itself lead to liberation; but it leads 
gradually to the attainment of purity of mind (sattva-suddhi) 
and through this helps the dawning of the right knowledge, 
with which all duties cease*. In a very lengthy discussion on 
the interpretation of Gita, xvin. 67, Sankara tries to prove that 
all duties presuppose the multiplicity of the world of appearance, 
which is due to ignorance or nescience, and therefore the sage who 
has attained the right knowledge of Brahman, the only reality, has 
no duties to perform. Final liberation is thus produced, not by 
true knowledge along with the performance of duties, but by 
true knowledge alone. The wise man has no duties of any kind. 
Sankara’s interpretation of the Gita presupposes that the Gita holds 
the same philosophical doctrine that he does. His method of inter- 
pretation is based not so much on a comparison of textual passages, 
as simply on the strength of the reasonableness of the exposition 
of a view which can be consistently held according to his Vedanta 
philosophy, and which he ascribes to the Gita. The view taken in 
the present exposition of the Gita philosophy is diametrically 
opposite to that of Sankara. It has been repeatedly pointed out 
that the,Gita asserts that even the wise man should perform his 
allotted duties, though he may have nothing to gain’ by the per- 
formance of such duties. Even God Himself as Krsna, though 
He had no unsatisfied cravings, passions or desires of any kind, 


1 Sankara’s interpretation of the Gītā, 11. 69. Yogasrama edition, Benares, 
LJ 


1919. 
2 Ibid. wx. 4. 


` 
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performed His self-imposed duties in order to set an example 
to all and to illustrate the fact that even the wise man should 
perform his prescribed duties!. 

Ānandajūāna wrote a commentary on Sankara’s Bhagavad-gita- 
bhāsya, called Bhagavad-gita-bhasya-vivarana, and Ramananda 
wrote another commentary on that of Sankara, called Bhagavad-gītā- 
bhāsya-vyākhyā. He is also said to have written another work on 
the Gita, called Gitasaya. After Sankara there seems to have been 
some pause. We have two commentaries, one in prose and one in 
verse, by two persons of the same name, Yāmunācārya. The 
Yamunacarya who was the author of a prose commentary is 
certainly, though a visistādvaita-vādin, not the celebrated Yamuna, 
the teacher of Rāmānuja. His commentary, which has been pub- 
lished by the Sudargana Press, Conjeeveram, is very simple, con- 
sisting mainly of a mere paraphrase of the Gita verses. He thinks 
that the first six chapters of the Gita deal with the nature of true 
knowledge of God as a means to devotion, the second six with the 
nature of God as attainable by devotion and adoration, and the 
third six repeat the same subjects for a further clearing up of the 
problems involved. 

Yamuna, the great teacher of Rāmānuja, who is said to have 
been born in A.D. 906, summarized the subject-matter of the Gita in 
a few verses called Gitartha-samgraha, on which Nigamanta Maha- 
dešika wrote a commentary known as Gitartha-samgraha-raksa. 
This also was commented on by Varavara Muni, of the fourteenth 
century, in a commentary called Gitartha-samgraha-dipika, pub- 
lished by the Sudarsana Press, Conjeeveram. Another commentary, 
called Bhagavad-gitartha-samgraha-tika, by Pratyaksadevayatha- 
carya, is mentioned by Aufrecht. Yamuna says that the object 
of the Gita is to establish the fact that Narayana is the highest 
Brahman, attained only by devotion (bhakti), which is achieved 
through caste duties (sva-dharma), right knowledge and disinclina- 
tion to worldly pleasures (vairāgya). It is said that the first six 
chapters of the Gita describe the process of attaining self-know- 
ledge by self“concentration (yoga) through knowledge and action 
along with self-subordination to God, the performance of all 
actions for God and detachment from all other things. Nigamanta 
Mahadesika notes that karma may lead to self-realization either in- 
directly, through the production of knowledge, or directly by itself. 


1 Gita, 11. 22. 
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From the seventh to the twelfth chapters the processes of the 
attainment of devotion (bhakti-yoga) by knowledge and by actions 
are described, and it is held that the true nature of God can 
be realized only by such devotion. From the thirteenth to the 
eighteenth chapters, the nature of pradhana, of purusa, of the 
manifested world and of the supreme lord are described and dis- 
tinguished along with the nature of action, of knowledge and of 
devotion. Yāmuna then goes on to describe the contents of the 
chapters of the Gītā one by one. Thus he says that in the second 
chapter the nature of the saint of imperturbable wisdom (sthita-dhi) 
is described. Such right knowledge can be achieved only by a 
knowledge of the self as immortal and the habit of performing 
one's duties in an unattached manner. In the third chapter it is 
said that a man should perform his duties for the preservation of 
the social order (Joka-raksa) without attachment, leaving the fruits 
of all his actions to God, and considering at the same time that 
the gunas are the real agents of actions and that it is wrong to 
pride oneself upon their performance. The fourth chapter de- 
scribes the nature of God, how one should learn to look upon 
actions as implying no action (on account of unattachment), the 
different kinds of duties and the glory of knowledge. The fifth 
describes the advantages and the diverse modes of the path of 
duties and also the nature of the state of realization of Brahman. 
The sixth describes the nature of yoga practice, four kinds of 
yogins, the methods of yoga, the nature of yoga realization and the 
ultimate superiority of yoga as communion with God. The seventh 
describes the reality of God, how His nature is often veiled from us 
by prakrti or the gunas, how one should seek protection from God, 
the nature of the different kinds of devotees, and the superiority 
of the truly enlightened person. The eighth describes the lordly 
power of God and the reality of His nature as the unchanged and 
the unchangeable; it also describes the duties of those who seek 
protection in God and the nature of the true wisdom. The ninth 
describes the glory of God and His superiority even when He 
incarnates Himself as man, and the nature of devotional com- 
munion. The tenth describes the infinite number of God's noble 
qualities and the dependence of all things on Him, for initiating 
and increasing devotion. The’ eleventh describes how the true 
nature of God can be perceived, and demonstrates that it is only 
through devotion that God can be known or attained. The twelfth 
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describes the superiority of devotion, methods of attaining devotion, 
and different kinds of devotion; it is also held that God is highly 
pleased by the devotion of His devotees. The thirteenth describes 
the nature of the body, the purification of the self for self-realization, 
the cause of bondage and right discrimination. The fourteenth 
describes how the nature of an action is determined by the ties 
of guna, how the gunas may be made to cease from influencing 
us, and how God alone is the root of all the ways of the self’s 
future destiny. The fifteenth describes how the supreme lord is 
different from the pure selves, as well as from selves in association 
with non-selves, on account of his all-pervasiveness and his nature 
as upholder and lord. The sixteenth describes the division of 
beings into godly and demoniac and also the privileged position 
of the scriptures as the authority for laying the solid foundation 
of knowledge of the true nature of our duties. The seventeenth 
distinguishes unscriptural things from scriptural. The eighteenth 
describes how God alone should be regarded as the ultimate agent 
of all actions, and states the necessity of purity and the nature of 
the effects of one’s deeds. According to Yamuna karma-yoga, or 
the path of duties, consists of religious austerities, pilgrimage, gifts 
and sacrifices; jfana-yoga, or the path of knowledge, consists of 
self-control and purity of mind ; bhakti-~yoga, or the path of devotion, 
consists in the meditation of God, inspired by an excess of joy in 
the communion with the divine. All these three paths mutually 
lead to one another. All three are essentially of the nature of the 
worship of God, and, whether regarded as obligatory or occasional, 
are helpful for discovering the true nature of one’s self. When 
by self-realization ignorance is wholly removed, and when a man 
attains superior devotion to God, he is received into God. 
Rāmānuja, the celebrated Vaisnava teacher and interpreter of 
the Brahma-sütra, who is said to have been born in A.D. 1017, 
wrote a commentary on the Gita on visistadvaita lines, viz. monism 
qualified as theism. Venkatanatha, called also Vedāntācārya, wrote 
a sub-commentary thereon, called Tatparya-candrika. Ramanuja 
generally foilowed the lines of interpretation suggested in the brief 
summary by his teacher Yāmuna. On the question of the im- 
perativeness of caste duties Rāmānuja says that the Gita holds 
that the duties allotted to each caste must be performed, since the 
scriptures are the commands of God and no one can transgress 
His orders; so the duties prescribed by the scriptures as obligatory 
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are compulsory for all. The duties have, therefore, to be performed 
without desire for their fruits and purely because they are the 
injunctions of the scriptures (eka-sastrarthataya anustheyam). It 
is only when duties performed simply to please God, and as 
adoration of Him, have destroyed all impurities of the mind, and 
when the senses have become controlled, that a man becomes fit 
for the path of wisdom. A man can never at any stage of his 
progress forsake the duty of worshipping God, and it is only 
through such adoration of God that the sins accumulating in him 
from beginningless time are gradually washed away and he can 
become pure and fit for the path of knowledge!. In interpreting 
nr. 8 Ramanuja says that the path of duties (karma-yoga) is 
superior to the path of knowledge (j&ama-yoga). The path of 
duties naturally leads to self-knowledge; so self-knowledge is also 
included within its scope. The path of knowledge alone cannot 
lead us anywhere; for without work even the body cannot be made 
to live. Even those who adhere to the path of knowledge must 
perform the obligatory and occasional (nitya-naimittika) duties, 
and it is through the development of this course that one can 
attain self-realization by duty alone. The path of duties is to 
be followed until self-realization (atmavalokana) and, through it, 
emancipation are obtained. But the chief duty of a man is to be 
attached to God with supreme devotion. 

Madhvācārya, or Ānandatīrtha, who lived in the first three- 
guarters of the thirteenth century, wrote a commentary on the 
Bhagavad-gītā, called Gītā-bhāsya, commented on by Jayatirtha in 
his Prameya-dipikā, and also a separate monograph interpreting the 
main purport of the Gita, called Bhagavad-gītā-tātparya-nirņaya, 
commented on by Jayatīrtha in his Nyāya-dīpikā. His main em- 
phasis was on the fact that God is different from everything else, 
and that the only way of attaining our highest goal is through 
devotion (bhakti) as love and attachment (sneha). In the course 
of his interpretation he also introduced long discussions in 
refutation of the monistic theory of Sankara. Since everything 
is dominated by the will of Hari the Lord, no orie ought to 
feel any attachment to mundane things. Duties are to be per- 
formed by all. Krsnabhatta Vidyadhiraja, the sixth disciple from 


1 Anabhisamhita-phalena kevala-parama-purusārādhana-rūpeņānusthitena kar- 
mand vidhvasta-mano-malo "vyükulendriyo Jūāna-nisthāyām adhikaroti. Rama- 
nuja s commentary on the Gītā, nī. 3. See also ibid. 111. 4. GujaratmPress, 
Bombay, 1998. 


* 
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- Madhva, who lived in the first quarter of the fourteenth century, 


wrote a commentary on the Gītā, called Gītā-tīkā. Rāghavendra 
Svàmin, who lived in the seventeenth century and was a pupil 
of Sudhindra Yati, wrote three works on the Gita, called Gita- 
viorti, Gītārtha-samgraha and Gitartha-vivarana. Commentaries 
were also written by Vallabhācārya, Vijfianabhiksu, Kešava Bhatta 
of the Nimbārka school (called Gita-tattva-prakasika), Aüjaneya 
(called Hanumad-bhasya), Kalyana Bhatta (called Rasika-rajini), 
Jagaddhara (called Bhagavad-gītā-pradīpa), Jayarāma (called Gita- 
sārārtha-samgraha), Baladeva Vidyabhüsana (called Gītā-bhūsaņa- 
bhāsya), Madhusüdana (called Gūdhārtha-dīpikā), Brahmananda 
Giri, Mathurānātha (called Bhagavad-gītā-prakāša), Dattātreya 
(called Prabodha-candrikā), Rāmakrsņa, Mukundadāsa, Rāma- 
nàràyana, Višvešvara, Sankarananda, Šivadayālu Sridharasvamin 
(called Subodhinī), Sadananda Vyasa (called Bhava-prakasa), 
Sūryapandita (Paramartha-prapa), Nilakantha (called Bhava- 
dipika), and also from the Saiva point of view by Rajanaka and 
Ramakantha (called Sarvato-bhadra). Many other works were also 
written on the general purport of the Gita, such as Bhagavad- 
gitartha-samgraha by Abhinavagupta and Nrsimha Thakkura, 
Bhagavad-gītārtha-sāra by Gokulacandra, Bhagavad-gītā-lak- 
sabharana by Vādirāja, Bhagavad-gītā-sāra by Kaivalyananda 
Sarasvatī, Bhagavad-gītā-sāra-samgraha by Narahari and Bha- 
gavad-gītā-hetu-nirņaya by Vitthala Diksita. Most of these com- 
mentaries are written either from the point of view of Šankara's 
bhāsya, repeating the same ideas in other language, or from the 
Vaisnava point of view, approving of the hold of normal duties 
of men in all stages of life and sometimes differing only in the 
conception of God and His relation with men. These can claim 
but little originality either of argument or of opinions, and so may 
well be left out of detailed consideration for our present purposes. 


t Gità and Yoga. 


Whoever may have written the Gita, it seems very probable 
that he was not acquainted with the technical sense of yoga as the 
cessation of mental states (cižta-vrtti-nirodha), as used by Patafijali 
in his Yoga-sütra, 1. 1. I have elsewhere shown that there are 
three roots, yujir yoge and yuj samadhau, i.e. the root yujir, to join, 
and thé root yuj in the sense of cessation of mental states or one- 
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pointedness, and yuj samyamane, i.e. yuj in the sense of controlling. 
In the Gita the word yoga appears to have been used in many 
senses, which may seem to be unconnected with one another; yet 
it may not be quite impossible to discover relations among them. 
The primary sense of the word yoga in the Gita is derived from 
the root yujir yoge or yuj, to join, with which is connected in a 
negative way the root yuj in the sense of controlling or restricting 
anything to that to which it is joined. Joining, as it means contact 
with something, also implies disjunction from some other thing. 
When a particular type of mental outlook or scheme of action is 
recommended, we find the word buddhi-yoga used, which simply 
means that one has intimately to associate oneself with a particular 
type of wisdom or mental outlook. Similarly, when the word 
karma-yoga is used, it simply means that one has to associate 
oneself with the obligatoriness of the performance of duties. Again, 
the word yoga is used in the sense of fixing one's mind either on 
the self (atman) or on God. It is clear that in all these varying 
senses the dominant sense is that of “joining.” But such a joining 
implies also a disjunction, and the fundamental and indispensable 
disjunction implied is dissociation from all desires for pleasures 
and fruits of action (phala-tyaga). For this reason cases are not 
rare where yoga is used to mean cessation of desires for the fruits 
of action. Thus, in the Gita, vi. 2, it is said, “What is called 
cessation (of desires for the fruits of action) is what you should 
know, O Pandava, as Yoga: without renouncing one's desires 
(na hy asamnyasta-sankalpa) one cannot be a yogin!." The reason 
why this negative concept of cessation of desires should be regarded 
as yoga is that without such a renunciation of desires no higher 
kind of union is possible. But even such a dissociation from the 
fruits of desires (which in a way also means samyamana, or self- 
control) is to be supplemented by the performance of duties at the 
preliminary stages; and it is only in the higher stages, when one is 
fixed in yoga (yogarüdha), that meditative peace (sama) can be 
recommended. Unless and until one succeed in conquering all 
attachments to sense-objects and actions and in ‘giving up all 
desires for fruits of actions, one cannot be fixed in yoga. It is by 
our attempts at the performance of our duties, trying all the time 


1 Asamnyasto "parityaktah bhala-visayah sarikalpo 'bhisandhir yena so 'samnyas- 
ta-sakalpah. ankara's commentary, vI. 2. Na samnyastah *hala-sanhsglpo yena. 
Sridhara's commentary on the above. Yogasrama edition, Benares, 1919. 
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to keep the mind clear from motives of pleasure and enjoyment, 
that we gradually succeed in elevating it to a plane at which it 
would be natural to it to desist from all motives of self-interest, 
pleasure and enjoyment. It is at this stage that a man can be 
called fixed in yoga or yogarüdha. This naturally involves a con- 
flict between the higher self and the lower, or rather between 
the real self and the false; for, while the lower self always 
inclines to pathological and prudential motives, to motives of 
self-interest and pleasure, it has yet within it the higher ideal, 
which is to raise it up. Man is both a friend and a foe to him- 
self; if he follows the path of his natural inclinations and the 
temptations of sense-enjoyment, he takes the downward path of 
evil, and is an enemy to his own higher interests; whereas it is 
his clear duty to raise himself up, to strive that he may not sink 
down but may elevate himself to a plane of detachment from 
all sense-pleasures. The duality involved in this conception of 
a friend and a foe, of conqueror and conquered, of an uplifting 
power and a gravitating spirit, naturally involves a distinction 
between a higher self (paramātman) and a lower self (atman). It 
is only when this higher self conquers the lower that a self is a 
friend to itself. In a man who has failed to conquer his own 
passions and self-attachments the self is its own enemy. The 
implication, however, is that the lower self, though it gravitates 
towards evil, has yet inherent in it the power of self-elevation. 
This power of self-elevation is not something extraneous, but 
abides in the self, and the Gītā is emphatic in its command, “Thou 
shouldst raise thyself and not allow thyself to sink down; for the 
self is its own friend and its foe as well." 

It is only when the self thus conquers its lower tendencies 
and rises to a higher plane that it comes into touch with the 
higher self (paramātman). The higher self always remains as 
an ideal of elevation. The yoga activity of the self thus consists, 
on the one hand, in the efforts by which the yogin dissociates 
himself from the sense-attachments towards which he was naturally 
gravitating, and on the other hand, in the efforts by which he tries 
to elevate himself and to come into touch with the higher self. 
At the first stage a man performs his duties in accordance with 
the injunctions of the sastras; then he performs his duties and 
tries to, dissociate himself from all motives of self-interest and 


1 vr. 5. 
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enjoyment, and at the next stage he succeeds in conguering these 
lower motives and is in touch with the higher self. Even at this 
stage he may still continue to perform his duties, merely for the 
sake of duty, or he may devote himself to meditative concentration 
and union with the higher self or with God. Thus the Gītā says 
that. the person who has conquered himself and is at peace with 
himself is in touch with paramātman. Such a person is a true 
philosopher; for he notonly knows the truths, but is happy in the 
inner realization and direct intuitive apperception of such truths; 
he is unshakable in himself; having conguered his senses, he 
attaches the same value to gold and to stones; he is the same to 
friends and to enemies, to the virtuous as to the sinful; he is in 
union (with paramātman) and is called a yogin!. The fact that the 
word yogin is derived here from the root yuj, to join, is evident 
from a number of passages where the verb yuj is used in this 
connection?, 

The Gita advises a yogin who thus wants to unite himself 
with paramātman, or God, in a meditative union, to lead a lonely 
life, controlling his mind and body, desiring nothing and accepting 
nothing. The yogin should seat himself on level ground, in a 
clean place, and, being firm on his threefold seat composed of 
kuša grass, a leopard skin and soft linen, he should control his 
thoughts, senses and movements, make his mind one-pointed in 
God (atra), gather himself up in union, and thus purify himself*. 
The yogin should eat neither too much nor too little, should 
neither sleep too much, nor dispense with sleep. He should thus 


1 Yukta ity ucyate yogi sama-lostāšma-kāfīcana, v1.8. Sankara, however, splits 
it up into two independent sentences, as follows: ya īdršo yuktah samāhita iti sa 
ucyate kathyate; sa yogi sama-lostāšma-kātīcanah. Sridhara, again, takes a quite 
different view and thinks it to be a definition of the yogārūdha state and believes 
yukta to mean yogārūdha, which in my opinion is unjustifiable. My interpre- 
tation is simpler and more direct than either of these and can be justified by a 
reference to the context in v1. 7 and VI. 10. 

2 Yogi yufijīta satatam ātmānam rahasi sthitah. Ibid. v1. 10. 

Upavisyasane yufijyàd yogam atma-visuddhaye. vi. 42. 
Yukta āsīta mat-parah. vi. 14. 
Yuñjann evam sadātmānam yogi niyata-mānasah. vī.1 5, esc, 

> Ekākī yata-cittātmā nirāšīr aparigrahah. vi. 10. The word ātmā in yata- 
cittātmā is used in the sense of body (deha); according to Šankara, Sridhara 
and others. 

4 Both Sankara and Šrīdhara make tatra an adjective to āsane. Such an 
adjective to dsane would not only be superfluous, but would also leave ekagram 
without an object. The verb yuñjyāt, literally meaning “should link up,” is 
interpreted by Sridhara as “should practise,” apparently without any gustifica- 
tion (vI. 12). 
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lead the middle course of life and avoid extremes. This avoidance 
of extremes is very unlike the process of yoga advised by Patafijali. 
Pataūjali's course of yoga formulates a method by which the yogin 
can gradually habituate himself to a condition of life in which 
he can ultimately dispense with food and drink altogether and 
desist from all movements of body and mind. The object of a yogin 
in making his mind one-pointed is ultimately to destroy the mind. 
According to Patafijali the advancement of a yogin has but one 
object before it, viz. the cessation of all movements of mind 
(citta-vrtti-nirodha). Since this absolute cessation cannot be effected 
without stopping all movements of the body, desires and passions 
are to be uprooted, not only because they would make the mind fly 
to different objects, but also because they would necessitate move- 
ments of the body, which would again disturb the mind. The 
yogin therefore has to practise a twofold control of movements of 
body and mind. He has to habituate himself to dispensing with 
the necessity of food and drink, to make himself used to all kinds 
of privations and climatic inconveniences of heat and cold and 
ultimately to prepare himself for the stoppage of all kinds of bodily 
movements. But, since this cannot be successfully done so long 
as one inhales and exhales, he has to practise prāņāyāma for abso- 
lute breath-control, and not for hours or days, but for months 
and years. Moral elevation is regarded as indispensable in yoga 
only because without absolute and perfect cessation of all desires 
and passions the movements of the body and mind could not be 
absolutely stopped. The yogin, however, has not only to cut off 
all new causes of disturbance leading to movements of body and 
mind, but also to practise one-pointedness of mind on subtler 
and subtler objects, so that as a result thereof the sub-conscious 
forces of the mind can also be destroyed. Thus, on the one hand, 
the mind should be made to starve by taking care that no new 
sense-data and no new percepts, concepts, thoughts, ideas or 
emotions be presented to it, and, on the other hand, steps are to be 
taken to make the mind one-pointed, by which all that it had 
apprehended’ before, which formed the great storehouse of the 
sub-conscious, is destroyed. The mind, thus pumped out on both 
sides, becomes absolutely empty and is destroyed. The ideal of 
Patafijali’s Yoga is absolute extremism, consisting in absolute 
stoppage of all functions of body and mind. 

The Gītā,on theother hand, prescribes the golden middle course 
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of moderate food, drink, sleep, movements of the body and activity 
in general. The object of the yogin in the Gita is not the absolute 
destruction of mind, but to bring the mind or the ordinary self 
into communion with the higher self or God. To the yogin who 
practises meditation the Gita advises steadiness of posture; thus 
it says that the yogin should hold his body, head and shoulders 
straight, and, being unmoved and fixed in his posture, should 
avoid looking to either side and fix his eyes on the tip of his nose. 
The Gītā is, of course, aware of the proces~ of breath-control 
and pranayama; but, curiously enough, it does not speak of it 
in its sixth chapter on dhyāna-yoga, where almost the whole 
chapter is devoted to yoga practice and the conduct of yogins. In 
the fifth chapter, v. 27, it is said that all sense-movements and 
control of life-movements (prana-karmani) are like oblations to the 
fire of self-control. In the two obscure verses of the same chapter, 
V. 29 and 30, it is said that there are some who offer-an oblation 
of prāņa to apāna and of apāna to prāņa and thus, stopping the 
movement of inhalation and exhalation (pranapana-gati ruddhva), 
perform the pranayama, while there are others who, taking a low 
diet, offer an oblation of prana to prana. Such actions on the part 
of these people are described as being different kinds of sacrifices, 
or yajūa, and the people who perform them are called yajna-vidah 
(those who know the science of sacrifice), and not yogin. It is 
difficult to understand the exact meaning of offering an oblation 
of prana to prana or of prana to apāna and of calling this sacrifice. 
The interpretations of Sankara, Sridhara and others give us but 
little help in this matter, They do not tell us why it should be 
called a yajfia or how an oblation of Prana to prana can be made, 
and they do not even try to give a synonym for juhvati (offer 
oblation) used in this connection. It seems to me, however, that 
there is probably a reference to the mystical substitution-medita- 
tions (pratīkopāsanā) which were used as substitutes for sacrifices 
and are referred to in the Upanisads. Thus in the Maitri Upanisad, 
VI. 9, we find that Brahman is to be meditated upon as the 
ego, and in this connection, oblations of the five vāyts to fire with 
such mantras as pranaya svaha, apanaya svāhā, etc. are recom- 
mended. It is easy to imagine that, in a later process of development, 
for the actual offering of oblations to fire was substituted a certain 
process of breath-control, which still retained the old phraseology 
of the offering of oblations in a sacrifice. If this interpretation is 
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accepted, it will indicate how processes of breath-control became 
in many cases associated with substitution-meditations of the 
Vedic type!. The development of processes of breath-control 
in connection with substitution-meditations does not seem to 
be unnatural at all, and, as a matter of fact, the practice of 
pranayama in connection with such substitution-meditations is 
definitely indicated in the Maitrī Upanisad, v1. 18. The movement 
of inhalation and exhalation was known to be the cause of all 
body-heat, including the heat of digestive processes, and Krsna is 
supposed to say in the Gita, xv. 14, “ As fire I remain in the body 
of living beings and in association with prana and apāna I digest 
four kinds of food and drink." The author of the Gita, however, 
seems to have been well aware that the prāņa and apana breaths 
passing through the nose could be properly balanced (samau), or 
that the prāņa vāyu could be concentrated between the two eye- 
brows or in the head (mürdhni). It is difficult to say what is 
exactly meant by taking the prana in the head or between the 
eyebrows. There seems to have been a belief in the Atharva-siras 
Upanisad and also in the Atharva-sikha Upanisad that the prana 
could be driven upwards, or that such rana, being in the head, 
could protect itë. Manu also speaks of the razas of young 
men rushing upwards when old men approached them. But, 
whatever may be meant, it is certain that neither the balancing 
of prāņa and apāna nor the concentrating of prāņa in the 
head or between the eyebrows is a phrase of Pataijali, the Yoga 
writer. 

In describing the course of a yogin in the sixth chapter the 
Gītā advises that the yogin should lead the austere life of a Brahma- 
carin, withdraw his mind from all mundane interests and think 
only of God, dedicate all his actions to Him and try to live in 
communion with Him (yukta āsīta). This gives to his soul peace, 
through which he loses his individuality in God and abides in Him 

1 See Hindu Mystģcism, by S. N. Dasgupta, Chicago, 1927, pp. 18-20. 

2 prāņāpānau samau krtvà nāsābhyantara-cāriņau, V. 27. The phrase samau 
krtvā is left unexplained here by Sankara. Sridhara explains it as “ having sus- 
pended the movement of prāņa and apana”—pranapanav ūrddhvādho-gati- 
nirodhena samau krtvā kumbhakam krtvā. It is difficult, however, to say what is 
exactly meant by concentrating the prāņa vāyu between the two eyebrows, 
bhruvor madhye pranam āvešya samyak (virt. 10). Neither Sankara nor Sridhara 
gives us any assistance here. In mürdhny ādhāyātmanah pranam āsthito yoga- 
dhāraņām (vīnu. 12) mürdhni is paraphrased by Sridhara as bhruvor madhye, or 


* between the eyebrows.” 
> Atharva-širas, 4 and 6 and, Atharva-šikhā, 1. 
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in the bliss of self-effacement!. A yogiz can be said to be in union 
(with God) when he concentrates his mind on his own higher 
self and is absolutely unattached to all desires. By his efforts 
towards such a union (yoga-sevaya) he restrains his mind from 
all other objects and, perceiving his self in himself, remains in 
peace and contentment. At this higher state the yogin enjoys 
absolute bliss (sukham ātyantikam), transcending all sense-pleasures 
by his pure reason, and, being thus fixed in God, he is never 
shaken away from Him. Such a yogin forsakes all his desires and 
controls all his senses by his mind, and, whenever the mind itself 
seeks to fly away to different objects, he tries to control it and fix 
it on his own self. Patiently holding his mind fixed in his self, 
he tries to desist from all kinds of thought and gradually habituates 
himself to shaking off attachments to sense-attractions. At this 
stage of union the yogin feels that he has attained his highest, 
and thus even the greatest mundane sorrows cannot affect him 
in the least. Yoga is thus sometimes defined as the negation of 
the possibility of all association with sorrows?. One can attain 
Such a state only by persistent and self-confident efforts and 
diet;oM.being depressed by preliminary failures. When a yogin 
withūus- la inv „with himself or with God, he is like the 
attains this uūx. `, ha Harbin insi ose cali t tad by all 
motionless flame of a lamp Bits Ger pisce, üfaisturbed. by a 

attractions and unruflled by all passions?. The yogin who attaii?5- 
this highest state of union with himself or with God is said to 
be in touch with Brahman or to attain Brahmahood, and it is 
emphatically asserted that he is filled with ecstatic joy. Being in 


1 gāntim nirvāņa-paramām mat-samsthām adhigacchati, vi. 15. The Gītā uses 
the words santi and nirvāņa to indicate the bliss of the person who abides in 
God. Both these words, and particularly the word nirvana, have a definite 
significance in Buddhism. But the Gita seems to be quite unacquainted with 
the Buddhistic sense of the word. I have therefore ventured to translate the 
word nirvāņa as “bliss of self-effacement." The word is primarily used in the 
sense of “extinguishing a light," and this directly leads to the Buddhistic sense 
of the absolute destruction of the skandhas. But the word nirvana is also used 
from very early times in the sense of “‘relief from sufferings” and *' satis- 
faction." Thus the Mahā-bhārata, with which the Gita is traditionally associated, 
uses it in this sense in III. 10438: Z 

sa pītvā sitalam toyam pipásartto mahi-patih; . 
nirvāņam agamad dhiman susukhī cābhavat tadā. 5 

Again, in the Mahā-bhārata,xu.7150 and 13014,nirvāņa is described as being 
highest bliss (paramam sukham), and it is also associated with santi, or peace, 
asit is in the above passage—sāntim nirvana-paramam. In Mahà-bhàrata, v1. 1079, 
and in another place it is called a “state of the highest Brahman” (paramam 
brahma—ibid. x11. 13239). k 

2 tam vidyäd duhkha-samyoga-viyogam yoga-samjñitam, v1. 23. E] 

? Yathā dīpo nivāta-stho nengate sopama smyta, VI. 19. 
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union with God, he perceives himself in all things, and all things 
in himself; for, being in union with God, he in one way identifies 
himself with God, and perceives God in all things and all things 
in God. Yet it is no mere abstract pantheism that is indicated 
here; for such a view is directly in opposition to the main tenets 
of the Gita, so often repeated in diverse contexts. It is a mystical 
state, in which, on the one hand, the yogin finds himself identified 
with God and in communion with Him, and, on the other hand, 
does not cease to have relations with the beings of the world, to 
whom he gives the same consideration as to himself. He does 
not prefer his own happiness to the happiness of others, nor 
does he consider his own misery and suffering as greater or more 
important or more worthy of prevention than those of others. 
Being in communion with God, he still regards Him as the master 
whom he adores, as the supreme Lord who pervades all things and 
holds them in Himself. By his communion with God the yogin 
transcends his lower and smaller self and discovers his greater self 
in God, not only as the supreme ideal of his highest efforts, but 
also as the highest of all realities. As soon as the yogiz can detach 
himself from his lower self of passions and desires, he uplifts 
himself to a higher universe, where the distinction of meum and 
teum, mine and thine, ceases and the interest of the individual 
loses its personal limitations and becomes enlarged and universal- 
ized and identified with the interests of all living beings. Looked 
at from this point of view, yoga is sometimes defined in the Gita 
as the outlook of equality (samatva)!. 

In the Gītā the word yoga has not attained any definite 
technical sense, as it did in Patafjali's Yoga-sūtra, and, in con- 
sequence, there is not one definition of yoga, but many. Thus 
yoga is used in the sense of karma-yoga, or the duty of performance 
of actions, in v. 1, and it is distinguished from the samkhya path, 
or the path of knowledge, in 11. 39. The word karma-yoga is men- 
tioned in III. 3 as,the path of the yogins, and it is referred to in 
n. 7, V.2 and XIII. 24. The word buddhi-yoga is also used at least 
three times, in II. 49, X. 10 and XVIII. 57, and the bhakti-yoga 
also is used at least once, in x1v. 26. The one meaning of yoga that 
suits all these different contexts seems to be "association." It has 
already been said that this primary meaning of the word is the 
central idea of yoga in the Gita. One of the main teachings of 

1 samateam yoga ucyate, Yi. 48. 
29-2 
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the Gita is that duties should be performed, and it is this obli- 
gatoriness of the performance of duties that in the Gītā is under- 
stood by karma-yoga. But, if such duties are performed from 
motives of self-interest or gain or pleasure, the performance could 
not lead to any higher end. It is advised, therefore, that they 
should be performed without any motive of gain or pleasure. 
So the proper way in which a man should perform his duties, 
and at the same time keep himself clean and untarnished by the 
good and bad results, the pleasures and sorrows, the praise and 
blame proceeding out of his own deeds, is to make himself de- 
tached from all desires for the fruits of actions. To keep oneself 
detached from the desires for the fruits of actions is therefore the 
real art (kausala) of performing one’s duties; for it is only in this 
way that a man can make himself fit for the higher union with 
God or his own higher self. Here, then, we have a definition of 
yoga as the art of performing one’s duties ( yogah karmasu kausalam 
—1I. 50). The art of performing one's duties, e.g. theart of keeping 
oneself unattached, cannot however be called yoga on its own 
account; it is probably so-called only because it is the indis- 
pensable step towards the attainment of the real yoga, or union 
with God. It is clear, therefore, that the word yoga has-a gradual 
evolution to a higher and higher meaning, based no doubt on the 
primary root-meaning of “association.” 

It is important to note in this connection that the process of 
pranayama, regarded as indispensable in Patafijali’s Yoga, is not 
considered so necessary either for karma-yoga, buddhi-yoga, or for 
the higher kind of yoga, e.g. communion with God. Tt has already 
been mentioned that the reference to pranayama is found only in 
connection with some kinds of substitution-meditations which have 
nothing to do with the main concept of yoga in the Gita. The 
expression samādhi is used thrice in the noun form in the Gita, in 
II. 44, 53 and 54, and three times in the verb form, in VI. 7, XII. 9 
and XVII. 11; but the verb forms are not used in the technical sense 
of Patafijali, but in the simple root-meaning of sam -- à--4/ dha, 
“to give" or “to place” (arpana or sthapana). In two cases 
(11. 44 and 53) where the word samadhi is used as a noun it has 
been interpreted by both Sankara and Srīdhara as meaning the 
object in which the mind is placed or to which it is directed for 
communion, viz. God!, The author of the Gītā is well aware of 


1 In 11. 44, however, Sankara considers this object of mind to be antahkarana 
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the moral conflict in man and thinks that it is only by our efforts 
to come into touch with our higher self that the littleness of 
passions and desires for fruits of actions and the preference of 
our smaller self-interests can be transcended. For, once man is 
in touch with his highest, he is in touch with God. He has then 
a broader and higher vision of man and his place in nature, and 
so he identifies himself with God and finds that he has no special 
interest of his own to serve. The low and the high, the sinful 
and the virtuous, are the same in his eyes; he perceives God 
in all things and all things in God, and it is this state of com- 
munion that is the real yoga of the Gita; and it is because in this 
state all inequalities of race, creed, position, virtue and vice, high 
and low vanish, that this superior realization of universal equality 
is also called yoga. Not only is this union with God called yoga, 
but God Himself is called Yogesvara, or the Lord of communion. 
As a result of this union, the yogin enjoys supreme bliss and 
ecstatic joy, and is free from the least touch of sorrow or pain; 
and this absolute freedom from pain or the state of bliss, being 
itself a result of yoga, is also called yoga. From the above survey 
it is clear that the yoga of the Gita is quite different from the 
yoga of Patafjali, and it does not seem at all probable that the 
Gita was aware of Patanjali’s yoga or the technical terms used by 
himt. 

The treatment of yoga in the Gītā is also entirely different from 
its treatment in almost all the Upanisads. The Katha Upanisad 
speaks of sense-control as being yoga; but sense-control in the 
Gītā is only a preliminary to yoga and not itself yoga. Most of 
the yoga processes described in the other Upanisads either speak 
of yoga with six accessories (sad-ariga yoga) or of yoga with eight 
accessories (astāriga-yoga), more or less after the manner of 
Pataíijli. They introduce elaborate details not only of breath- 
control or pranayama, but also of the nervous system of the body, 
ida, pingala and susumna, the nerve plexus, mūlādhāra and other 
similar objects, after the manner of the later works on the Sat- 
or buddhi. But Sridhara considers this object to be God, and in r1. 53 Šankara 
and Šrīdhara are unanimous that the. object, or the support of the union or 
communion of the mind, is God. 

1 pasya me yogam aišvaram, IX. 5, etām vibhütim yogam ca, x. 7. In the 
above two passages the word yoga seems to have a different meaning, as it is 
used there in the sense of miraculous powers; but even there the commentators 


Sankarg and Sridhara take it to mean “association” (yukti) and interpret 
S A nod $ am P 
aisvaram yogam as " association of miraculous powers. 
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cakra system. Thus the Amrta-nada enumerates after the manner 
of Patafījali the six accessories of yoga as restraint (pratyahara), 
concentration (dhyana), breath-control (pranayama), fixation (dha- 
raņā), reasoning (tarka) and meditative absorption (samādhi), and 
describes the final object of yoga as ultimate loneliness of the self 
(kaivalya). The Amrta-bindu believes in an all-pervading Brahman 
as the only reality, and thinks that, since mind is the cause of all 
bondage and liberation, the best course for a yogin to adopt is to 
deprive the mind of all its objects and thus to stop the activity 
of the mind, and thereby to destroy it, and bring about Brahma- 
hood, Brahman is described here as being absolutely indeter- 
minate, uninferable, infinite and beginningless. The Ksurika 
merely describes pranayama, dhyana, dhāraņā and samadhi in 
association with the nerves, susumņā, pirigalā, etc. and the nerve 
plexuses. The Tejo-bindu is a Vedantic Upanisad of the ultra- 
monistic type, and what it calls yoga is only the way of realizing 
the nature of Brahman as one and as pure consciousness and 
the falsity of everything else. It speaks of this yoga as being 
of fifteen accessories (paiica-dasaiga yoga). These are yama 
(sense-control through the knowledge that all is Brahman), niyama 
(repetition of the same kinds of thoughts and the avoidance of 
dissimilar ones), tyāga (giving up of the world-appearance through 
the realization of Brahman), silence, a solitary place, the proper 
posture, steadiness of mind, making the body straight and erect, 
perceiving the world as Brahman (drk-sthiti), cessation of all states 
and breath-control (prana-samyamana), perceiving all objects of 
the mind as Brahman (pratyahara), fixing the mind always on 
Brahman (dharana), self-meditation and the realization of oneself as 
Brahman. This is, however, a scheme of yoga quite different from 
that of Patafijali, as well as from that of the Gita. The Trisikha- 
brahmana speaks of a yoga with eight accessories (astanga-yoga), 
where the eight accessories, though the same in name as the eight 
accessories of Patafijali, are in reality different therefrom. Thus 
yama here means want of attachment (vairāgya), niyama means 
attachment to the ultimate reality (anuraktih pare iattve), asana 
means indifference to all things, prāņa-samyamana means the reali- 
zation of the falsity of the world, pratyāhāra means the inwardness 
of the mind, dharana means the motionlessness of the mind, 
dhyana means thinking of oneself as pure consciousness, and 
samādhi means forgetfulness of dhyānas. Yet it again iiicludes 
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within its yama and niyama almost all the virtues referred to by 
Patafijali. It also speaks of a number of postures after the hatha- 
yoga fashion, and of the movement of prāņa in the nerve plexuses, 
the ways of purifying the nerves and the processes of breath-control. 
The object of yoga is here also the destruction of mind and the 
attainment of kaivalya. The Daršana gives an astanga-yoga with 
yama, niyama, asana, pranayama, pratyahara, dharana, dhyana and. 
samadhi more or less after the fashion of Patafijali, with a supple- 
mentary treatment of nerves (nadi) and the movement of the prana 
and other vayus in them. The final object of yoga here is the attain- 
ment of Brahmahood and the comprehension of the world as maya 
and unreal. The Dhyana-bindu describes the self as the essential 
link of all things, like the fragrance in flowers or the thread in a 
garland or the oil in sesamum. It describes a sad-anga yoga with 
sana, prana-samrodha, pratyahara, dharana, dhyana and samādhi. 
It also describes the four cakras or nerve plexuses, and speaks of 
the awakening of the serpent power (kundalini) and the practice of 
the mudras. It speaks further of the balancing or unifying of prana 
and apāna as leading to yoga. The object of this yoga is the 
attainment of the transcendent state of liberation or the realization 
of the paramātman. It is useless to refer to other Upanisads; for 
what has already been said will be enough to show clearly that 
the idea of Yoga in the Gita is entirely different from that in 
the Yoga Upanisads, most of which are of comparatively late 
date and are presumably linked up with traditions different from 
that of the Gita. 


Samkhya and Yoga in the Gita. 


In the Gita Samkhya and Yoga are sometimes distinguished 
from each other as two. different paths, and sometimes they 
are identified. But though the Gītā is generally based on the 
doctrines of the gunas, prakrti and its derivatives, yet the word 
sāmkhya is used (m in the sense of the path of knowledge or 
of philosophic wisdom. Thus in the Gītā, 11. 39, the path of 
knowledge is distinguished from that of performance of duties. 
Lord Krsna says there that he has just described the wisdom of 
Sāmkhya and he is going to describe the wisdom of Yoga. This 


1 Tgda prāņāpānayor aikyam krtva; see Dhyāna-bindu, 93-5 (Adyar Library 
edition, 1920). This seems to be similar to prāņāpānau samau krtvā of the Gita. 
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seems to give us a clue to what is meant by Sāmkhya wisdom. 
This wisdom, however, seems to be nothing more than elabora- 
tion of the doctrine of the immortality of soul and the associated 
doctrine of rebirth, and also the doctrine that, howsoever the body 
might be affected and suffer changes of birth, growth and destruc- 
tion, the self is absolutely unaffected by all these changes; the self 
cannot be cut or burned; it is eternal, all-pervasive, unchangeable, 
indescribable and unthinkable. In another passage of the Gita, 
XIII. 25, it is said that there are others who perceive the self in 
accordance with samkhya-yoga; and Sankara explains this passage 
to mean that samkhya-yoga means the realization of the self as 
being absolutely different from the three gunas, sattva, rajas and 
tamas. If this is Samkhya, the meaning of the word yoga in this 
passage (anye samkhyena yogena) is not explained. Sankara does 
not expound the meaning of the word yoga, but explains the word 
samkhya and says that this samkhya is yoga, which seems to be 
an evasion. Sridhara follows Sankara’s interpretation of samkhya, 
but finds it difficult to swallow his identification of samkhya with 
yoga, and he interprets yoga here as the yoga (of Patañjali) with eight 
accessories, but does not explain how this astanga-yoga can be 
identified with samkhya. It is, no doubt, true that in the imme- 
diately preceding verse it is said that, howsoever a man may 
behave, if he knows the proper nature of purusa and of the prakrti 
and the guņas, he is never born again; but there is no reason to 
suppose that the phrase samkhyena yogena refers to the wisdom 
recommended in the preceding verse; for this verse summarizes 
different paths of self-realization and says that there are some 
who perceive the self in the self through the self, by meditation, 
others by samkhya-yoga and others by karma-yoga. In another 
passage it is said that the Samkhyas follow the path of knowledge 
(jūāna-yoga), while the Yogins follow the path of duties (Gita, 
ut, 3). If the word yoga means “association,” as it does in various 
contexts, then samkhya and samkhya-yoga would mean more or 
less the same thing; for samkhya-yoga would only mean asso- 
ciation with sāmkhya, and the phrase samkhyena yogena might 
mean either association with samkhya or the union of samkhya. 
It has already been said that, following the indications of the Gītā, 
II. 39, samkhya should mean the realization of the true nature of 
the self as immortal, all-pervasive, unchangeable and infinite. It 
has also been pointed out that it is such a true realization of the 
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self, with its corresponding moral elevation, that leads to the true 
communion of the self with the higher self or God. Thus this 
meaning of sāmkhya on the one hand distinguishes the path of 
sümkhya from the path of yoga as a path of performance of duties, 
and at the same time identifies the path of samkhya with the path 
of yoga as communion with God. Thus we find that the Gia, 
V. 4, 5, says that “fools only think Samkhya and Yoga to be dif- 
ferent, not so wise men,” since, accepting either of them, one attains 
the fruit of them both. The goal reached by the followers of 
Samkhya is also reached by the Yogins ; he who perceives Samkhya 
and Yoga to be the same perceives them in the right perspective. 
In these passages samkhya and yoga seem from the context to refer 
respectively to karma-sannyasa and karma-yoga. Samkhya here 
can only in a secondary way mean the renunciation of the fruits 
of one's actions (karma-sannyasa). The person who realizes the 
true nature of his self, and knows that the self is unchangeable and 
infinite, cannot feel himself attached to the fruits of his actions 
and cannot be affected by ordinary mundane desires and cravings. 
As in the case of the different uses of the word yoga, so here also 
the word samkhya, which primarily means “true knowledge," is 
also used to mean *'renunciation"; and since karma-yoga means 
the performance of one’s duties in a spirit of renunciation, sēmkhya 
and yoga mean practically the same thing and are therefore 
identified here; and they are both regarded as leading to the same 
results. This would be so, even if yoga were used to denote 
“communion”; for the idea of performance of one's duties has 
almost always communion with God as its indispensable correlate. 
"Thus in the two passages immediately following the identification 
of samkhya and yoga we find the Gita (v. 6, 7) saying that 
without karma-yoga it is hard to renounce karma; and the person 
who takes the path of karma-yoga speedily attains Brahman. The 
person who thus through karma-yoga comes into union (with 
Brahman) is pure in spirit and self-controlled, and, having - 
identified himself with the universal spirit in all beings, he is 
' not affected by his deeds. 

One thing that emerges from the above discussion is that there 
is no proof that the word samkhya in the Gita means the discern- 
ment of the difference of prakrti and the guņas from purusa, as 
Sankara in one place suggests (Gita, X11. 25), or that it refers 
to thé cosmology and ontology of prakrti, the gunas and their 
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evolutes of the traditional Kapila-Sāmkhya. The philosophy of 
the gunas and the doctrine of purusa were, no doubt, known to the 
Gītā; but nowhere is this philosophy called sāmkhya. Sāmkhya in 
the Gītā means true knowledge (tattva-jūāna) or self-knowledge 
(atma-bodha). Sankara, commenting on the Gita, xvin. 13, 
interprets sümkhya to mean vedānta, though in verse xn. 
25 he interprets the word as meaning the discernment of the 
difference between the gunas and the purusa, which would 
decidedly identify the samkhya of the Gita with the Kapila- 
Samkhya. 

The Maha-bharata also refers to samkhya and yoga in several 
places. But in almost all places sāmkhya means either the 
traditional school of Kapila-Sàmkhya or some other school of 
Samkhya, more or less similar to it: yoga also most often refers 
either to the yoga of Patafijali or some earlier forms of it. In 
one place are found passages identifying sāmkhya and yoga, which 
agree almost word for word with similar passages of the Gita}. 
But it does not seem that the samkhya or the yoga referred to 
in the Maha-bharata has anything to do with the idea of Samkhya 
or yoga in the Gītā. As has already been pointed out, the yoga in 
the Gita means the dedication to God and renunciation of the 
fruits of one's karma and being in communion with Him as the 
supreme Lord pervading the universe. The chapter of the Maha- 
bhārata just referred to speaks of turning back the senses into the 
manas and of turning the manas into ahamkāra and ahamkāra into 
buddhi and buddhi into prakrti, thus finishing with prakrti and 
its evolutes and meditating upon pure purusa. It is clear that this 
system of yoga is definitely associated with the Kapila school of 
Samkhya. In the Maha-bharata, x11. 306, the predominant feature 
of yoga is said to be dhyana, and the latter is said to consist of 
concentration of mind (ekāgratā ca manasah) and breath-control 
(pranayama). It is said that the yogin should stop the functions 
of his senses by his mind, and the movement of his mind by his 
reason (buddhi), and in this stage he is said to bé linked up (yukta) 
and is like a motionless flame in a still place*. This passage 
naturally reminds one of the description of dhyana-yoga in the 
Gītā,vi.1 1—13, 16-19 and 25,26; but the fundamental idea of yoga, 

1 yad eva yogāh pasyanti tat sāmkhyair api dršyate ekam sāmkhyan ca yoga 


ca jāt pasyati sa tattva-vit, Mahā-bhārata, vii. 316. 4. Compare the Gitd, v. 5. 
Cf. the Gita, v1. 19, yathā dīpo nivāta-sthah, etc. 
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as the dedication of the fruits of actions to God and communion 
with Him, is absent here. 

It is needless to point out here that the yoga of the Gita is in 
no way connected with the yoga of Buddhism. In Buddhism the 
sage first practises sila, or sense-control and mind-control, and thus 
prepares himself for a course of stabilization or fixation of the 
mind (samadhana, upadhāraņa, patittha). This samādhi means the 
concentration of the mind on right endeavours and of its states 
upon one particular object (ekārammana), so that they may com- 
pletely cease to shift and change (samma ca avikkhippamana). 'The 
sage has first to train his mind to view with disgust the appetitive 
desires for food and drink and their ultimate loathsome trans- 
formations as various nauseating bodily elements. When a man 
habituates himself toemphasizing the disgusting associations of food 
and drink, he ceases to have any attachment to them and simply 
takes them as an unavoidable evil, only awaiting the day when the 
final dissolution of all sorrows will come. Secondly, the sage has 
to habituate his mind to the idea that all his members are made up 
of the four elements, earth, water, fire and wind, like the carcass of 
a cow at the butcher’s shop. Thirdly, he has to habituate his mind 
to thinking again and again (anussati) about the virtues or greatness 
of the Buddha, the Sangha, the gods and the law of the Buddha, 
about the good effects uf sila and the making of gifts (caganussati), 
about the nature of death (marananussati) and about the deep 
nature and qualities of the final extinction of all phenomena 
(upasamanussati). He has also to pass through various purificatory 
processes. He has to go to the cremation grounds and notice 
the diverse horrifying changes of human carcasses and think 
how nauseating, loathsome, unsightly and impure they are; from 
this he will turn his mind to living human bodies and con- 
vince himself that they, being in essence the same as dead car- 
casses, are as loathsome as the latter. He should think of the 
anatomical parts and constituents of the body as well as of their 
processes, and thfs will help him to enter into the first jhana, or 
meditation, by leading his mind away from his body. As an aid to 
concentration the sage should sit in a quiet place and fix his mind 
on the inhaling (passāsa) and the exhaling (assāsa) of his breath, 
so that, instead of breathing in a more or less unconscious manner, 
he may be aware whether he is breathing quickly or slowly; he 
ought*to mark this definitely by counting numbers, so that by 
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fixing his mind on the numbers counted he may realize the 
whole process of inhalation and exhalation in all stages of its 
course. Next to this we come to brahma-vihara, the fourfold medi- 
tation of meitā (universal friendship), karuņā (universal pity), 
mudita (happiness in the prosperity and happiness of all) and 
upekkha (indifference to any kind of preferment of oneself, one’s 
friend, enemy or a third party). In order to habituate himself 
to meditation on universal friendship, a man should start with 
thinking how he would himself like to root out all misery and 
become happy, how he would himself like to avoid death and live 
cheerfully, and then pass over to the idea that other beings would 
also have the same desires. He should thus habituate himself to 
thinking that his friends, his enemies and all those with whom he 
is not connected might all live and become happy. He should fix 
himself to such an extent in this meditation that he should not 
find any difference between the happiness or safety of himself 
and that of others. Coming to jhanas, we find that the objects 
of concentration may be earth, water, fire, wind, colours, etc. In 
the first stage of concentration on an object there is compre- 
hension of the name and form of the object; at the next stage the 
relational movement ceases, and the mind penetrates into the object 
without any quivering. In the next two stages there is a buoyant 
exaltation and a steady inward bliss, and, as a result of the one- 
pointedness which is the culminating effect of the progressive 
meditation, there is the final release of the mind (ceto-vimutti)— 
the Nibbana. 

It is easy to see that, though Patafijali's yoga is under a deep 
debt of obligation to this Buddhist yoga, the yoga of the Gità is 
unacquainted therewith. The pessimism which fills the Buddhist 
Joga is seen to affect not only the outlook of Pataíijali's yoga, 
but also most of the later Hindu modes of thought, in the form 
of the advisability of refiecting on the repulsive sides of thirigs 
(pratipaksa-bhāvanā) which are seemingly attractive!. The ideas 
of universal friendship, etc. were also taken ‘over by Pataiijali 
and later on passed into Hindu works. The methods of concen- 
tration on various ordinary objects also seem to be quite unlike 
what we find in the Gita. The Gita is devoid of any tinge of 
pessimism such as we find in the Buddhist yoga. It does not 
anywhere recommend the habit of brooding over the repulsive 


1 See Nyāya-matījarī, Vairāgya-sataka, Sānti-šataka. 
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aspects of all things, so as to fill our minds with a feeling of disgust 
for all worldly things. It does not rise to the ideal of regarding 
all beings as friends or to that of universal compassion. Its 
sole aim is to teach the way of reaching the state of equanimity, 
in which the saint has no preferences, likes and dislikes—where 
the difference between the sinner and the virtuous, the self and 
the not-self has vanished. The idea of yoga as self-surrendering 
union with God and self-surrendering performance of one's duties 
is the special feature which is absent in Buddhism. This self- 
surrender in God, however, occurs in Patafijali's yoga, but it is 
hardly in keeping with the technical meaning of the word yoga, as 
the suspension of all mental states. The idea appears only once in. 
Patafijali's sūtras, and the entire method of yoga practices, as de- 
scribed in the later chapters, seems to take no notice of it. It seems 
highly probable, therefore, that in Patafijali’s sūtras the idea was 
borrowed from the Gita, where this self-surrender to God and 
union with Him is defined as yoga and is the central idea which 
the Gita is not tired of repeating again and again. 

We have thus completely failed to trace the idea of the Gita 
to any of the different sources where the subject of yoga is dealt 
with, such as the Yoga Upanisads, Patafijali's Yoga-sutras, Buddhist 
Yoga, or the Maha-bharata. It is only in the Pafica-ratra works 
that the Gītā meaning of yoga as self-surrender to God is found. 
Thus Ahirbudhnya-samhita describes yoga as the worship of the 
heart (krdayārādhana), the offering of an oblation (havih) of oneself 
to God or self-surrender to God (bhagavate atma-samarpanam), 
and yoga is defined as the linking up (samyoga) of the lower self 
(jīvātman) with the higher self (paramātman)!. It seems, therefore, 
safe to suggest that the idea of yoga in the Gītā has the same 
traditional source as in the Pafica-ratra works. 


Sāmkhya Philosophy in the Gita. 

It has been sid before that there is no proof that the word 
samkhya in the Gita means the traditional Samkhya philosophy; 
yet the old philosophy of prakrti and purusa forms the basis of 
the philosophy of the Gita. This philosophy may be summarized 
as follows: 


1 The Ahirbudhnya-samhita, of course, introduces many observations about 
the ner&es (nādī) and the vāyus, which probably became associated with the 
Paīīca-rātra tradition in later tires. 


462 The Philosophy of the Bhagavad-gita [cH. 


Prakrti is called mahad brahma (the great Brahma or the great 
multiplier as procreatress) in the Gita, xiv. 31. It is said there 
that this prakrti is described as being like the female part, which 
God charges with His energy for the creation of the universe. 
Wherever any living beings may be born, the great Brahman or 
prakrti is to be considered as the female part and God as the 
father and fertilizer. Three types of qualities are supposed to be 
produced from prakrti (gunah prakrti-sambhavāh)*. These are 
sattva, rajas and tamas, which bind the immortal self in its 
corporeal body. Of these, sattva, on account of its purity, is 
illuminating and untroubling (anāmayam, which Sridhara explains 
as nirupadravam or šāntam), and consequently, on account of these 
two qualities, binds the self with the attachment for knowledge 
(Jflana-sangena) and the attachment for pleasure (sukha-sarigena). 
It is said that there are no living beings on earth, or gods in the 
heavens, who are not pervaded by the three gunas produced from 
the prakrti*. Since the gunas are produced from the prakrti through 
the fertilization of God’s energy in prakrti, they may be said to 
be produced by God, though God always transcends them. The 
quality of sattva, as has been said above, associates the self with 
the attachments for pleasure and knowledge. The quality of rajas 
moves to action and arises from desire and attachment (trsna- 
sanga-samudbhavam), through which it binds the self with ego- 
istic attachments for action. The quality of amas overcomes the 
illumination of knowledge and leads to many errors. Tamas, being 
a product of ignorance, blinds all living beings and binds them 
down with carelessness, idleness and sleep. These three qualities 
predominate differently at different times. Thus, sometimes the 
quality of sattva predominates over rajas and tamas, and such a 
time is characterized by the rise of knowledge in the mind through 
all the different sense-gates; when rajas dominates sattva and 
tamas, the mind is characterized by greed, efforts and endeavours 
for different kinds of action and the rise of passions, emotions and 
desires; when tamas predominates over sattva and rajas, there is 
ignorance, lethargy, errors, delusions and false beliefs. 

The different categories are avyakta, or the undifferentiated 
. ` mama yonir mahad brahma tasmin garbham dadhāmy aham. xiv. 3. I have 
interpreted mahad brahma as prakrti, following Sridhara and other commen- 


tators. Sankara surreptitiously introduces the word maya between mama and 
yoni and changes the whole meaning. ) 


2 Gitd, xiv. 5. ? Ibid. xvi. 40. 
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prakrti,buddhi (intellect), ahamkara (egohood), manas (mind-organ) 
and the ten senses, cognitive and conative. Manas is higher and 
subtler than the senses, and buddhi is higher than the manas, and 
there is that (probably self) which transcends buddhi. Manas is 
regarded as the superintendent of the different senses ; it dominates 
them and through them enjoys the sense-objects. The relation 
between the buddhi and ahamkara is nowhere definitely stated. 
In addition to these, there is the category of the five elements 
(mahābhūta)!. It is difficult to say whether these categories were 
regarded in the Gītā as being the products of prakrti or as sepa- 
rately existing categories. It is curious that they are nowhere 
mentioned in the Gita as being products of prakrti, which they are 
in Samkhya, but on the other hand, the five elements, manas, 
ahamkāra and buddhi are regarded as being the eightfold nature 
(prakrti) of God?. It is also said that God has two different kinds 
of nature, a lower and a higher; the eightfold nature just referred 
to represents the lower nature of God, whereas His higher nature 
consists of the collective universe of life and spirit?. The gunas 
are noticed in relation to prakrti in III. 5, 27, 29, XIII. 21, XIV. 5, 
XVIII. 40, and in all these places the guņas are described as 
being produced from prakrti, though the categories are never said 
to be produced from prakrti. In the Gita, 1x. 10, however, it 
is said that prakrti produces all that is moving and all that is 
static through the superintendence of God. The word prakrti is 
used in at least two different senses, as a primary and ultimate 
category and as a nature of God's being. It is quite possible that 
the primary meaning of prakrti in the Gita is God's nature; the 
other meaning of prakrti, as an ultimate principle from which the 
gunas are produced, is simply the hypostatization of God's nature. 
The whole group consisting of pleasure, pain, aversion, volition, 
consciousness, the eleven senses, the mind-organ, the five elements, 
egohood, intellect (buddhi), the undifferentiated (avyakta, meaning 
prakrti existing, probably, as the sub-conscious mind) power of 
holding the senses'and the power of holding together the diverse 
mental functi6ns (samghata) with their modifications and changes, 
is called ksetra. In another place the body alone is called ksetra*. 
It seems, therefore, that the word ksetra signifies in its broader 
sense not only the body, but also the entire mental plane, involving 


¥ Gita, III. 42, XIII, 6 Bn 7, XV. 9. 2 Ibid. vit. 4. 
3 Ibid. vu. 5. 4 Ibid. xu. 2. 
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the diverse mental functions, powers, capabilities, and also the 
undifferentiated sub-conscious element. In this connection it may 
be pointed out that Asetra is a term which is specially reserved to 
denote the complex of body and mind, exclusive of the living 
principle of the self, which is called ksetra-jfa, or the knower of 
the ksetra, or ksetrin, the possessor of the ksetra or the body-mind 
complex. It is said that, just as the sun illuminates this whole 
world, so does the ksetrin illuminate the whole Asetra!. 

It will be remembered that it is said in the Gita that God has 
two different natures, one the complex whole of the five elements, 
ahamkāra, buddhi, etc., and the othēr the collective whole of life 
and spirit (jīva-bhūta). It will also be remembered that, by the 
fertilization of God's power in prakrti, the guņas, or the charac- 
teristic qualities, which pervade all that is living, come into being. 
The gunas, therefore, as diverse dynamic tendencies or charac- 
teristic qualities, pervade the entire psychosis-complex of aham- 
kāra, buddhi, the senses, consciousness, etc., which represents the 
mental side of the ksetra. Ksetra-jfia, or the ksetrin, is in all prob- 
ability the same as purusa, an all-pervading principle as subtle as 
ākāša (space), which, though it is omnipresent, remains untouched 
by any of the qualities of the body, in which it manifests itself. 
It is difficult to say what, according to the Gita, prakrti is in itself, 
before the fertilization of God's energy. It does not seem that 
prakrti can be regarded as being identical with God. It appears 
more to be like an ultimate principle coexistent with God and 
intimately connected with Him. There is, however, no passage in 
the Gità by which the lower prakrti of God, consisting of the cate- 
gories, etc., can be identified with prakrti; for prakrti is always 
associated with the gunas and their production. Again, it is 
nowhere said in the Gita that the categories ahamkara, senses, 
etc., are in any way the products of the guņas; the word guna 
seems to imply only the enjoyable, emotional and moral or immoral 
qualities. It is these guņas which move us to all kinds of action, 
produce attachments and desires, make us enjoy or suffer, and 
associate us with virtues and vices. Prakrti is regarded as the 
mother-source from which all the knowable, enjoyable, and 
dynamic qualities of experience, referred to as being generated 
by the successive preponderance of the guņas, are produced. The 
categories of the psychosis and the five elements, which form the 

) 


1 Gita, xui. 24. 
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mental ground, do not, therefore, seem to be products of the guņas 
or the prakrti. They seem to constitute a group by themselves, 
which is referred to as being a lower nature of God, side by side 
with His higher nature as life and spirit. Ksetra is a complex of 
both the guņa elements of experience and the complex categories 
of body and mind. There seem, therefore, to be three different 
principles, the apara prakrti (the lower nature), para prakrti or 
purusa, and prakrti. Prakrti produces the gunas, which constitute 
experience-stuff ; the aparā prakrti holds within itself the material 
world of the five elements and their modifications as our bodies, 
the senses and the mind-categories. It seems very probable, there- 
fore, that a later development of Samkhya combined these two 
prakrtis as one, and held that the guņas produced not only the 
stuff of our experience, but also all the mind-categories, the senses, 
etc., and the five gross elements and their modifications. The guņas, 
therefore, are not the products of prakrti, but they themselves con- 
stitute prakrti, when in a state of equilibrium. In the Gita prakrti 
can only produce the guņas through the fertilizing energy of God; 
they do not constitute the prakrti, when in a state of equilibrium. 
It is hard to realize the connection between the apara prakrti and 
the prakrtiand the gunas. Theconnection, however, can beimagined 
to take place through the medium of God, who is the fertilizer and 
upholder of them both. There seems to be but one purusa, as the 
all-pervading fundamental life-principle which animates all bodies 
and enjoys and suffers by its association with its experiences, 
remaining at the same time unaffected and untouched by the 
effects of the guņas. This naturally presumes that there is also 
a higher and a lower purusa, of which the former is always un- 
attached to and unaffected by the gunas, whereas the lower purusa, 
which is different in different bodies, is always associated with 
the prakrti and its guņas and is continually affected by their 
operations. Thus it is said that the purusa, being in prakrti, enjoys 
the gunas of prakrti and this is the cause of its rebirth in good or 
bad bodies!, Thete is also in this body the higher purusa (purusah 
parah), which is also called paramātman, being the passive per- 
ceiver, thinker, upholder, enjoyer and the great lord?. The word 
purusa is used in the Gita in four distinct senses, firstly, in the 


1 Gītā, XIII. 21. 
a upadrastānumantā ca bhartā bhokta mahesvarah 
paramātmeti cāpy ukto dehe 'smin purusah parah. Ibid. xiu. :3. 
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sense of purusottama, or God!; secondly, in the sense of a person?; 
and the Gita distinctly speaks of the two other purusas as ksara 
(changeable) and aksara (unchangeable). The ksara is all living 
beings, whereas the aksara is changeless. It is this higher self 
(uttamah purusah), different from the other purusa and called also 
paramatman, that pervades the three worlds and upholds them 
as their deathless God?. God, however, transcends both the ksara 
purusa and the aksara purusa and is therefore called purusottama*. 
Both prakrti and the paramātman purusa are beginningless. The 
paramatman purusa, being changeless and beyond the sphere of the 
gunas, is neither the agent of anything nor affected by the gunas, 
though it resides in the body. Prakrti is regarded as the ground 
through which all causes, effects, and their agents are determined. It 
is the fundamental principle of all dynamic operations, motivations 
and actions, whereas purusa is regarded as the principle which 
makes all experiences of joys and sorrows possible*. The param- 
ātman purusa, therefore, though all-pervasive, yet exists in each 
individual, being untouched by its experiences of joy, sorrow and 
attachment, as its higher self. It is only the lower self that goes 
through the experiences and is always under the influence of the 
guņas. Any attempts that may be made to rise above the sphere 
of the gunas, above attachments and desires, above pleasures and 
pains, mean the subordination of the lower self to the pure and 
deathless higher self. Every atterapt in this direction implies a 
temporary communion (yoga) with the higher self. It has already 
been pointed out that the Gita recognizes a conflict between the 
higher and the lower selves and advises us to raise the lower self by 
the higher self. In all our moral efforts there is always an upward 
and a downward pull by the higher purusa on the one side, and the 
guņas on the other; yet the higher purusa does not itself make the 
pulls. The energy of the downward pull is derived from the gunas 
and exerted by the lower self. In all these efforts the.higher self 
stands as the unperturbed ideal of equanimity, steadiness, unchange- 
ableness in good or evil, joys or sorrows. Thé presence of this 
superior self is sometimes intuited by self-meditation, sometimes 
through philosophic knowledge, and sometimes by our moral 

1 sandtanas tvam puruso mato me. Gita, x1. 18. 

tvam adi-devah purusah puranah. Ibid. x1. 38. 

For purusottama see ibid. virt. 1, x. I5, XI. 3, XV. 18 and xv. 19. 


2 Ibid. 11. 15, 11. 21, nī. 60, III. 4, etc. 3 Ibid. xv. 16 and 17. 
4 Ibid. xv. 15 and 18. j S 5 Ibid. xi. 20. | A 
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efforts to perform our duties without attachment and without 
desires!. Each moral effort to perform our allotted duties without 
attachment means also a temporary communion (yoga) with the 
higher self or with God. A true philosophic knowledge, by which 
all actions are known to be due to the operations of the prakrti 
and its gunas and which realizes the unattached nature of the true 
self, the philosophic analysis of action and the relation between 
God, the higher self, the lower self, and the prakrti, and any 
devotional realization of the nature of God and dedication of all 
action to Him, and the experience of the supreme bliss of living 
in communion with Him, mean a communion with the higher self 
or God, and are therefore yoga. 

It is easy to notice here the beginnings of a system of thought 
which in the hands of other thinkers might well be developed into 
the traditional school of Samkhya philosophy. It has already been 
pointed out that the two prakrtis naturally suggested the idea of 
unifying them into the one prakrti of the Sāmkhya. The higher 
and the lower purusas, where the latter enjoys and suffers, while 
the forraer remains unchanged and unperturbed amidst all the 
experiences of joy and sorrow on the part of the latter, naturally 
remind one of the Upanisadic simile of the two birds in the 
same tree, of whom the one eats tasteful fruits while the 
other remains contented without them?. The Gita does not 
seem to explain clearly the nature of the exact relation between 
the higher purusa and the lower purusa. It does not definitely 
state whether the lower purusa is one or many, or describe its 
exact ontological states. It is easy to see how any attempt that 
would aim at harmonizing these two apparently loosely-connected 
purusas into one self-consistent and intelligible concept might 
naturally end in the theory of infinite, pure, all-pervasive purusas 
and make the lower purusa the product of a false and illusory 
mutual reflection of prakrti and purusa. The Gita uses the word 
maya in three passages (VII. 14 and 15, XVIII. 61); but it seems 
to be used there fh the sense of an inscrutable power or ignorance, 
and not in that of illusory or magical creation. The idea that 
the world or any of the mental or spiritual categories could 
be merely an illusory appearance seems never to have been 


t dhyānenātmani pasyanti kecid ātmānam ātmanā 
anye samkhyena yogena karma-yogena capare.  Gītā, XIII. 25. 
a Mundaka, II. I. I and Sugtasvatara, 4. 6. 
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contemplated in the Gītā. Itis not, therefore, conceivable that the 
lower, or the ksara, purusa might be mere illusory creation, accepted 
as a necessary postulate to explain the facts of our undeniable 
daily experience. But it is difficult to say how this ksetra-jūa 
purusa can have a separate existence from the para purusa (which 
is absolutely free from the guņas), as enjoying the guņas of prakrti, 
unless the former be somehow regarded as the result of the func- 
tioning of the latter. Such a view would naturally support a theory 
that would regard the lower purusa as being only the para purusa 
as imaged or reflected in the gunas. 'The para purusa, existing by 
itself, free from the influence of the guņas, is in its purity. But 
even without losing its unattached character and its lonely purity 
it may somehow be imaged in the gunas and play the part of the 
phenomenal self, the jīva or the lower purusa, enjoying the guņas 
of prakrti and having the superior purusa as its ultimate ground. 
It cannot be denied that the Gītā theory of purusa is much looser 
than the later Samkhya theory; but it has the advantage of being 
more elastic, as it serves better to explain the contact of the lower 
purusa with the higher and thereby charges the former with the 
spirit of a higher ideal. 

The qualities of sattva, rajas and tamas were regarded as the 
universal characteristics of all kinds of mental tendencies, and all 
actions were held to be prompted by specific kinds of sattva, rajas 
or tamas. Mental tendencies were also designated accordingly as 
sāttvika, rajasa or tamasa. Thus religious inclinations (sraddha) are 
also described as being of a threefold nature. Those who are of 
sāttvika nature worship the gods, those who are of rājasa nature 
worship the yaksas and the raksas and those who are of tamasa 
nature worship ghosts and demons. Those who, prompted by 
vanity, desires and attachments, perform violent ascetic penances 
unauthorized by the scriptures and thereby starve and trouble their 
body and spirit, are really demoniac in their temperament. Again, 
sāttvika sacrifices are those performed solely out of reverence for 
the scriptural injunctions and from a pure sense of duty, without 
any desire or motive for any other kind of worldly or heavenly 
good. Again, rājasa sacrifices are those which are performed for 
the realization of some benefits or good results or for the satis- 
faction of some vanity or pride. Tāmasa sacrifices are those which 
are performed without proper faith, with improper ceremonials, 
transgressing Vedic injunctions. Again, tapas also is described as 
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being threefold, as of body (Sarira), of speech (varimaya) and of 
mind (manasa). Adoration of gods, Brahmins, teachers and wise 
men, sincerity and purity, sex-continence and non-injury are 
known as physical or bodily tapas. To speak in a manner that 
would be truthful, attractive, and conducive to good and would not 
be harmful in any way, and to study in the regular and proper 
way are regarded as the tapas of speech (vāri-maya tapas). Mental 
(manasa) tapas consists of sincerity of mind, friendliness of spirit, 
thoughtfulness and mental control, self-control and purity of mind. 
The above threefold tapas performed without any attachment for a 
reward is called sattvika tapas. But tapas performed out of vanity, 
or for the sake of higher position, respectability in society, or 
appreciation from people, is called rājasa—such a tapas can lead 
only to unsteady and transient results. Again, the tapas which 
is performed for the destruction of others by ignorant self-mortifi- 
cation is called tāmasa tapas. Gifts, again, are called sattvika when 
they are made to proper persons (holy Brahmins) on auspicious 
occasions, and in holy places, merely out of sense of duty. Gifts 
are called rājasa when they are made as a return for the good done 
to the performer, for gaining future rewards, or made unwillingly. 
Again, gifts are called žāmasa when they are made slightingly, to 
improper persons, in unholy places, and in ordinary places. Those 
who desire liberation perform sacrifices and tapas and make gifts 
without aiming at the attainment of any mundane or heavenly 
benefits. Knowledge also is regarded as sattvika, rājasa and tāmasa. 
Sattvika wisdom consists in looking for unity and diversity and in 
realizing one unchangeable reality in the apparent diversity of 
living beings. Rajasa knowledge consists in the scientific appre- 
hension of things or living beings as diverse in kind, character 
and number. Tāmasa knowledge consists in narrow and untrue 
beliefs which are satisfied to consider a little thing as the whole and 
entire truth through sheer dogmatism, and unreasonable delusion 
or attachment. An action is called sattvika when it is performed 
without any desire for a reward, without attachment and without 
aversion. It is called rājasa when it is performed with elaborate 
endeavours and efforts, out of pride and vanity, for the satis- 
faction of one’s desires. It is called žāmasa when it is undertaken 
out of ignorance and without proper judgment of one’s own 
capacities, and when it leads to waste of energy, harm and injury. 
An agent (kartr) is called sēttvika when he is free from attachment 
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and vanity and absolutely unruffled in success and failure, per- 
severing and energetic. Again, an agent is called rājasa if he acts 
out of motives of self-interest, is impure, is filled with sorrow or 
joy in failure or success, and injures others. An agent is called 
tāmasa if he is careless, haughty, thoughtless, deceptive, arrogant, 
idle, procrastinating and melancholic. Understanding (buddhi) is 
said to be sāttvika when it grasps how a man has to set himself in 
the path of virtue, how to refrain from vice, what ought and what 
ought not to be done, of what one has to be afraid and how to be 
fearless, what is bondage, and what is liberation. Rājasa under- 
standing is that by which one wrongly grasps the nature of virtue 
and vice, and of right and wrong conduct. Tamasa understanding 
is that which takes vice as virtue and out of ignorance perceives all 
things wrongly. That mental hold (dhrti) is called sattvika which 
byunfailing communion holds together the sense-functions and bio- 
motor and mind activities, That happiness which in the beginning 
appears to be painful, but which is in the end as sweet as nectar, 
and which is the direct result of gaiety of mind, is called sāttvika 
sukha. 'The happiness arising out of sense-object contact, which in 
the beginning is as attractive as nectar, but in the end is as painful 
as poison, is rājasa. That happiness which arises out of sleep, 
idleness and errors, and blinds one in the beginning and in the 
end, is called tamasa. So also the food which increases life, facili- 
tates mind-function, increases powers of enjoyment, makes one 
healthy and strong, and is sweet, resistible and delightful is liked by 
the sattvika people. That food is liked by rajasa people which is 
hot, sour, salt, dry and causes pain and brings on diseases. The food 
which is impure, tasteless, old and rotten is liked by tamasa people. 
All this goes to show that the guņas, sattva, rajas and tamas, are 
determinants of the tendencies of, or rather the stuff of, the moral 
and immoral, pleasurable and painful planes or characteristics 
of our experience. Sattva represents the moral and supermoral 
planes, rajas the ordinary mixed and normal plane, and žamas the 
inferior and immoral characteristics of our experience. 


Avyakta and Brahman., 


The word avyakta is primarily used in the Gītā in the sense 
of “the unmanifested.” Etymologically the word consists of two 
parts, the negative particle a meaning “negation,” and vyakta 
meaning "manifested," “differentiated” or "revealed." ln this 
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sense the word is used as an adjective. There is another use 
of the word in the neuter gender (avyaktam), in the sense of 
a category. As an illustration of the first sense, one may refer 
to the Già, 11. 25 or VIII. 21. Thus in 11. 25 the self is described 
as the unmanifested; unthinkable and unchangeable. In the 
Upanisads, however, it is very unusual to characterize the self as 
avyakta or unmanifested; for the self there is pure conscious- 
ness and self-manifested. In all later Vedantic works the seif is 
described as anubhūti-svabhāva, or as being always immediately 
intuited. But in the Gita the most prominent characteristic of the 
self is that it is changeless and deathless; next to this, it is un- 
manifested and unthinkable. But it does not seem that the Gita 
describes the self as pure consciousness. Not only does it charac- 
terize the self as avyakta or unmanifested, but it does not seem 
anywhere to refer to it as a self-conscious principle. The word 
cetanā, which probably means consciousness, is described in the 
Gita as being a part of the changeable ksetra, and not the Asetra- 
jfia!. It may naturally be asked how, if the self was not a conscious 
principle, could it be described as ksežra-jīta (that which knows 
the ksetra)? But it may well be replied that'the self here is called 
ksetra-jna only in relation to its kgetra, and the implication would 
be that the self becomes a conscious principle not by virtue of 
its own inherent principle of consciousness, but by virtue of the 
principle of consciousness reflected or offered to it by the complex 
entity of the ksetra. The ksetra contains within it the conscious 
principle known as cetanā, and it is by virtue of its association 
with the self that the self appears as Asetra-jza or the knower. 

It may not be out of place here to mention that the term ksetra 
is never found in the Upanisads in the technical sense in which 
it is used in the Gita. The term kşetra-jña, however, appears in 
Svetasvatara, v1. 16 and Maitrāyaņa, 11. 5 in the sense of purusa, 
as in the Gita. The term ksetra, however, as used in the Gita, has 
more or less the same sense that it has in Caraka's account of 
Sāmkhya in the Caraka-samhita, 111. 1. 61-63. In Caraka, however, 
avyakta is excluded from the complex constituent ksetra, though 
in the Gita it is included within the constituents of ksetra. Caraka 
again considers avyakta (by which term he means both the Samkhya 
prakrti and the purusa) as ksetra-jña, whereas the Gita takes only 
the purusa as ksetra-jfia. The purusa of the Gita is further 


é = 
4 Gita, xm. 7. 


472 The Philosophy of the Bhagavad-gītā [cH. 


characterized as the life-principle (jīva-bhūta, vi. 5 and xv. 7) by 
which the whole world is upheld. The Gītā does not, however, de- 
scribe in what particular way the life-principle upholds the world. In 
Caraka's account also the ātman is referred to as the life-principle, 
and it is held there that it is the principle which holds together the 
buddhi, the senses, the mind and the objects—it is also the prin- 
ciple for which good, bad, pleasure, pain, bondage, liberation, and 
in fact the whole world-process happens. In the Caraka-samhita 
purusa is regarded as cetanā-dhātu, or the upholder of conscious- 
ness; yet it is not regarded as conscious by itself. Consciousness 
only comes to it as a result of the joint operation of manas, the 
senses, the objects, etc. In the Gita purusa is not regarded as the 
cetanā-dhātu, but cetanā or consciousness is regarded as being a 
constituent of the ksetra over which the purusa presides. Thus 
knowledge can accrue to purusa as ksetra-jīta, only in association 
with its ksetra. It may well be supposed that purusa as ksetra-jūa 
and as a life-principle upholds the constituents of the ksetra, and 
it is probable that the purusa’s position as a cognizer or knower de- 
pends upon this intimate association between itself and the ksetra. 

Another relevant point is suggested along with the considera- 
tions of the nature of the purusa as the cognizer, namely, the 
consideration of the nature of purusa as an agent (kartr). It will 
be pointed out in another section that the fruition of actions is 
rendered possible by the combined operations of adhisthāna, kartr, 
kāraņa, cestā and daiva, and this doctrine has been regarded as 
being a Samkhya doctrine, though it has been interpreted by 
Sankara as being a Vedāntic view. But both Samkhya and the 
Vedanta theories are explicitly of the sat-kārya-vāda type. Accord- 
ing to the sat-karya-vada of the traditional Sāmkhya philosophy 
the fruition of actions is the natural result of a course of unfolding 
evolution, consisting in the actualization of what was already 
potentially present. On the Vedāntic sat-kārya-vāda view all 
operations are but mere appearances, and the cause alone is true. 
Neither of these doctrines would seem to approve of a theory of 
causation which would imply that anything could be the result of 
the joint operation of a number of factors. That which is not cannot 
be produced by the joint operation of a collocation of causes. It 
may be remembered, however, that the Gita explicitly formulates 
the basic principle of sat-karya-vada, that what exists cannot be 
destroyed and that what does not exist cannot come into being. 
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'This principle was applied for proving the deathless character of 
the self. It is bound to strike anyone as very surprising that the 
Gītā should accept the sat-kārya-vāda doctrine in establishing the 
immortality of the self and should assume the a-sat-karya-vada 
doctrine regarding the production of action. It is curious, however, 
to note that a similar view regarding the production of action is 
to be found in Caraka’s account of Samkhya, where it is said that 
all actions are produced as a result of a collocation of causes— 
that actions are the results of the collocation of other entities with 
the agent (kartr)!. 

The word avyakta is also used in the sense of “unknowability” 
or "disappearance" in the Gia, 11. 28, where it is said that the 
beginnings of all beings are invisible and unknown; it is only in 
the middle that they are known, and in death also they dis- 
appear and become unknown. But the word avyakta in the neuter 
gender means a category which is a part of God Himself and from 
which all the manifested manifold world has come into being. 
This avyakta is also referred to as a prakrti or nature of God, 
which, under His superintendence, produces the moving and the 
unmoved—the entire universe*. But God Himself is sometimes 
referred to as being avyakta (probably because He cannot be 
grasped by any of our senses), as an existence superior to the 
avyakta, which is described as a part of His nature, and as a category 
from which all things have come into being?. This avyakta which 
is identical with God is also called aksara, or the immortal, 
and is regarded as the last resort of all beings who attain their 
highest and most perfect realization. Thus there is a superior 
avyakta, which represents the highest essence of God, and an 
inferior avyakta, from which the world is produced. Side by side 
with these two avyaktas there is also the prakrti, which is some- 
times described as a coexistent principle and as the maya or the 
blinding power of God, from which the gunas are produced. 

The word ** Brahman” is used in at least two or three different 
senses. Thus in One sense it means prakrti, from which the gunas 
are produced. In another sense it is used as an essential nature of 
God. In another sense it means the Vedas. Thus in the Gita, 

1 Caraka-samhitā, IV. 1. 54. 

2 Gītā, 1x. 10, mayādhyakseņa prakrtih sūyate sacarācaram. 

3 Ibid. viii. 20 and virt. 21; also 1x. 4, where it is said, “All the world is 


pervaded over by me in my form as avyakta; all things and all living beings are 
in me, but I am not exhausted án them.” 
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IIT. 15, itis said that the sacrificial duties are derived from Brahman 
(Vedas). Brahman is derived from the eternal; therefore the omni- 
present Brahman is always established in the sacrificest. The idea 
here is that, since the Vedas have sprung from the eternal Brahman, 
its eternal and omnipresent character is transmitted to the sacrifices 
also. The word “omnipresent” -(sarva-gata) is probably used in 
reference to the sacrifices on account of the diverse and manifold 
ways in which the sacrifices are supposed to benefit those who 
perform them. In the Gita, Iv. 32, also the word “Brahman” in 
Brahmano mukhe is used to denote the Vedas. But in 1v. 24 and 25, 
where it is said that all sacrifices are to be made with the Brahman 
as the object and that the sacrificial materials, sacrificial fire, etc. 
are to be looked upon as being Brahman, the word “Brahman ” is 
in all probability used in the sense of God?. In v. 6, ro, 19 also 
the word “Brahman” is used in the sense of God or Igvara; and 
in most of the other cases the word is used in the sense of God. 
But according to the Gītā the personal God as lévara is the 
supreme principle, and Brahman, in the sense of a qualityless, un- 
differentiated ultimate principle as taught in the Upanisads, is a 
principle which, though great in itself and representing the ulti- 
mate essence of God, is nevertheless upheld by the personal God 
or Īsvara. Thus, though in viir. 3 and x. 12 Brahman is referred to 
as the differenceless ultimate principle, yet in xIV. 27 it is said 
that God is the support of even this ultimate principle, Brahman. 
In many places we also hear of the attainment of Brahmahood 
(brahma-bhūta, v. 24, VI. 27, XVIII. 54, or brahma-bhüya, x1v. 26), 
and also of the attainment of the ultimate bliss of Brahman 
(Brahma-nirvāņa, 11. 72, V. 24, 25, 26). 'The word brahma-bhüta 
does not in the Gita mean the differenceless merging into one- 
ness, as in the Vedānta of Sankara. It is wrong to think that 
the term “Brahman” is always used in the same sense in which 
Sankara used it. The word “Brahman” is used in the sense of 
an ultimate differenceless principle in the Upanisads, and the 
Upanisads were apprized by all systems of Hindu thought as 
the repository of all sacred knowledge. Most systems regarded 
the attainment of a changeless eternal state as the final goal of 
realization. As an illustration, I may refer to the account of 
A ga HL 15. i Y 
ridhara, in interpreting this verse (1v. 24), explains it by saying, tad evam 


paramešvarārādhana-laksaņam karma jitāna-hetutvena bandhakatvābhāvēd akar- 
maiva. 
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Sāmkhya given by Caraka, in which it is said that, when a man 
gives up all attachment and mental and physical actions, all 
feelings and knowledge ultimately and absolutely cease. At this 
stage he is reduced to Brabmahood (brahma-bhüta), and the self 
is no longer manifested. It is a stage which is beyond all existence 
and which has no connotation, characteristic or mark!, This state 
is almost like a state of annihilation, and yet it is described as 
"a state of Brahmahood. The word '* Brahman” was appropriated 
from the Upanisads and was used to denote an ultimate superior 
state of realization, the exact nature of which differed with the 
different systems. In the Gita also we find the word **Brahman” 
signifying a high state of self-realization in which, through a com- 
plete detachment from all passions, a man is self-contented within 
himself and his mind is in a perfect state of equilibrium. In the 
Gita, v. 19, Brahman is defined as the faultless state of equilibrium 
(nirdosam hi samam brahma), and in all the verses of that context 
the sage who is in a state of equanimity and equilibrium through 
detachment and passionlessness is said to be by virtue thereof in 
Brahman; for Brahman means a state of equanimity. In the Gita, 
XIII. 13, Brahman is described as the ultimate object of knowledge, 
which is beginningless, and cannot be said to be either existent or 
non-existent (na sat tan nasad ucyate). It is said that this Brahman 
has His hands and feet, eyes, head, mouth and ears everywhere 
in the world, and that He envelopes all. He is without senses, 
but He illuminates all sense-gualities; Himself unattached and the 
upholder of all, beyond the gunas, He is also the enjoyer of the 
gunas. He is both inside and outside of all living beings, of all 
that is moving and that is unmoved. He is both near and far, but 
unknowable on account of His subtle nature. Being one in many, 
yet appearing as many, the upholder of all living beings, the 
devourer and overpowerer of all, He is the light of all light, 
beyond all darkness, He is both knowledge and the object of 
knowledge, residing in the heart of all. It is easy to see that the 
whole concept of Brahman, as herein stated, is directly borrowed 
from the Upanisads. Towards the end of this chapter it is said 
that he who perceives the many living beings as being in one, and 
realizes everything as an emanation or elaboration from that, 
becomes Brahman. But in the next chapter Krsna as God says, 
2 nihsrtah sarva-bhavebhyas cihnam UA na vidyate. 


s " araka-samhità, IV. 1. 153. 
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“T am the upholder of the immortal and imperishable Brahman of 
absolute bliss and of the eternal dharma.” In the Gita, xiv. 26, it 
is said that “he who worships me unflinchingly through devotion, 
transcends all guņas and becomes Brahman." It has just been re- 
marked that the Gia recognizes two different kinds of avyaktas. 
It is the lower avyakta nature of God which has manifested itself 
as the universe; but there is a higher avyakta, which is beyond it 
as the eternal and unchangeable basis of all. It seems very prob- 
able, therefore, that Brahman is identical with this higher avyakta. 
But, though this higher avyakta is regarded as the highest essence 
of God, yet, together with the lower avyakta and the selves, it is 
upheld in the super-personality of God. 

The question whether the Gita is a Samkhya or a Vedanta 
work, or originally a Samkhya work which was later on revised, 
changed, or enlarged from a Vedānta point of view, need not be 
elaborately discussed here. For, if the interpretation of the Gita, 
as given herein, be accepted, then it will be evident that the Gita 
is neither a Samkhya work nor a Vedanta work. It has been 
pointed out that the word samkhya, in the Gita, does not mean the 
traditional Samkhya philosophy, as found in Iévarakrsna's Kārikā. 
But there are, no doubt, here the scattered elements of an older 
philosophy, from which not only the Sāmkhya of Igvarakrsna 
or the Sasti-tantra (of which Īsvarakrsņa's work was a summary) 
developed, but even its earlier version, as found in Caraka’s 
account, could be considered to have developed. There is no doubt 
that the Gītā's account of Samkhya differs materially from the 
Samkhya of the Sasti-tantra or of ĪSvarakrsņa, from the Samkhya 
of Caraka, from the Sāmkhya of Paficagikha in the Mahā-bhārata 
and from the Samkhya of Patafijali and the Vyāsa-bhāsya. Ordi- 
narily the Samkhya of Patafijali is described as a theistic Samkhya 
(sesvara-samkhya) ; but the Igvara of Patanjali is but loosely attached 
to the system of Samkhya thought as expounded in Yoga. The 
Īsvara there appears only as a supernormal, perfect being, who 
by his permanent will removes the barriers in the path of the 
evolution of prakrti in accordance with the law of karma. He thus 
merely helps the fulfilment of the teleology of the blind prakrti. 
But in the Gītā both the purusas and the root of the cosmic nature 
are but parts of God, the super-person (purusottama). The prakrti, 
from which the guņas which have only subjectivistic characteristics 
are derived, is described as the māyā power of God, or like a 
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consort to Him, who, being fertilized by His energies, produces 
the gunas. The difference of the philosophy of the Gita from the 
various schools of Samkhya is very evident. Instead of the one 
prakrti of Samkhya we have here the three prakrtis of God. The 
gunas here are subjectivistic or psychical, and not cosmical. It is 
because the Gītā admits a prakrti which produces the subjectivistic 
gunas by which the purusas are bound with ties of attachment to 
their experiences, that such a prakrti could fitly be described as 
guņamayī maya (maya consisting of guņas). The purusas, again, 
though they are many, are on the whole but emanations from 
a specific prakrti (divine nature) of God. The purusas are not 
stated in the Gita to be of the nature of pure intelligence, as 
in the Samkhya; but the cognizing element of consciousness 
(cetanā) is derived from another prakrti of God, which is associated 
with the purusa. It has also been pointed out that the Gita admits 
thesat-karya-vada doctrine with reference to immortality of the self, 
but not with reference to the fruition of actions or the rise of 
consciousness. The Samkhya category of tan-matra is missing in 
the Gita, and the general teleology of the prakrti of the Samkhya 
is replaced by the super-person of God, who by his will gives a 
unity and a purpose to all the different elements that are upheld 
within Him. Both the Samkhya of Kapila and that of Patafjali 
aim at securing, either through knowledge or through Yoga 
practices, the final loneliness of the translucent purusas. The 
Gītā, however, is anxious to secure the saintly equanimity and 
a perfect, unperturbed nature by the practice of detachment of 
the mind from passions and desires. When such a saintly equa- 
nimity and self-contentedness is achieved, the sage is said to be 
in a state of liberation from the bondage of guna-attachments, or 
to be in a state of Brahmahood in God. The philosophy of the 
Gītā thus differs materially from the traditional Samkhya philo- 
sophy on almost every point. On some minor points (e.g.theabsence 
of tan-mātras, the nature of the production of knowledge and 
action, etc.) the Gita philosophy has some similarities with the 
account of the Samkhya given in the Caraka-samhitā, 1v. 1, as 
already described in the first volume of this work!. 

The question whether the Gītā was written under a Vedāntic 
influence cannot be answered, unless one understands what is 
exactly meant by this Vedantic influence; if by Vedantic influence 


914 History of Indian Philosophy, vol. 1, 1922, pp. 213-222. 
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one means the influence of the Upanisads, then the Gētā must 
plainly be admitted to have borrowed very freely from the 
Upanisads, which from the earliest times had been revered for 
their wisdom. If, however, by Vedāntic influence one means the 
philosophy of Vedanta as taught by Sankara and his followers, 
then it must be said that the Gita philosophy is largely different 
therefrom. It has already been pointed out that, though Brahman 
is often described in Upanisadic language as the highest essence 
of God, it is in reality a part of the super-personality of God. The 
Gītā, moreover, does not assert anywhere that Brahman is the 
only reality and all else that appears is false and unreal. The word 
maya is, no doubt, used in the Gita in three passages; but its 
meaning is not what Sankara ascribes to it in his famous inter- 
pretation of Vedāntic thought. Thus in the Gita, vii. 14, maya is 
described as being of the nature of guņas, and it is said that he 
who clings to God escapes the grip of the maya or of the guņas. 
In the Gita, vit. 15, the word maya is also probably used in the 
same sense, since it is said that it is ignorant and sinful men who, 
through demoniac ideas, lose their right wisdom under the in- 
fluence of maya and do not cling to God. In all probability, 
here also māyā means the influence of rajas and tamas; for it 
has been repeatedly said in the Gita that demoniac tendencies 
are generated under the preponderating influence of rajas and 
tamas. In the Gita, xvii. 61, it is said that God resides in the 
heart of all living beings and moves them by māyā, like dolls 
on a machine. It has been pointed out that the psychical ten- 
dencies and moral or immoral propensities which move all men 
to action are produced under the influence of the guņas, and that 
God is the ultimate generator of the gunas from the prakrti. The 
maya, therefore, may well be taken here to mean guņas, as in the 
Gita, vit. 14. Sridhara takes it to mean the power of God. The 
gunas are, no doubt, in a remote sense, powers of God. But 
Saükara's paraphrasing of it as deception (chadmanā) is quite 
inappropriate. Thus it is evident that the Gita does not know the 
view that the world may be regarded as a manifestátion of maya 
or illusion. It has also been pointed out that the word “ Brahman” 
is used in the Gita in the sense of the Vedas, of faultless 
equanimity, of supreme essence and of prakrti, which shows that 
it had no such crystallized technical sense as in the philosophy of 
Sankara. The word had in the Gita all the looseness of Upauisadic 


xiv] Conception of Sacrificial Duties in the Gita — 479 


usage. In the Gita the word avidyā, so famous in Sankara’s 
philosophy of the Vedanta, is nowhere used. The word ajñāna 
is used several times (v. 15, 16; x. 11; XIII. 11; XIV. 8, 16, 17; 
XVI. 4); butithas no special technical sense in any of these passages. 
It has the sense of "ignorance" or ''misconception," which is 
produced by tamas (ajfianam tamasah phalam, xiv. 16) and which 
in its turn produces tamas (tamas tv ajnana-jam viddhi, xi. 8). 


Conception of Sacrificial Duties in the Gita. 


The Vedic view of the obligatoriness of certain kinds of sacri- 
fices or substitution-meditations permeated almost all forms of 
Hindu thought, excepting the Vedanta philosophy as interpreted 
by Sankara. The conception of the obligatoriness of duties finds its 
best expression in the analysis of vidhi in the Mimamsa philosophy. 
Vidhi means the injunctions of the Vedas, such as,** Thou should'st 
perform such and such sacrifices”; sometimes these are condi- 
tional, such as, “‘ Those who wish to attain Heaven should perform 
such and such sacrifices" ; sometimes they are unconditional, such 
as, “‘ Thou should'st say the three prayers.” The force of this vidhi, 
or injunction, is differently interpreted in the different schools 
of Mīmāmsā. Kumārila, the celebrated commentator, in inter- 
preting Jaimini's definition of dharma, or virtue, as a desirable 
end (artha) or good which is enjoined by the Vedic commands 
(codana-laksano 'rtho dharmah, Mimamsa-sütra, 1. 1), says that 
it is the performance of the Vedic injunctions, sacrifices, etc. 
(yagadih) that should be called our duty. The definition of virtue, 
then, involves the notion that only such a desired end (on account 
of the pain associated with it not exceeding the associated pleasure) 
as is enjoined by Vedic commands is called dharma. The sacrifices 
enjoined by the Vedas are called dharma, because these would in 
future produce pleasurable experiences. So one's abstention from 
actions prohibited by Vedic commands is also called dharma, as 
by this means onë can avoid the undesirable effects and sufferings 
of punishments as a result of transgressing those commands. Such 
sacrifices, however, are ultimately regarded as artha, or desired 
ends, because they produce pleasurable experiences. The im- 
perative of Vedic commands is supposed to operate in a twofold 
manner, firstly, as initiating a volitional tendency in obedience 
to theverbal command (sābdī bhāvanā), and, secondly,in releasing 
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the will to the actual performance of the act enjoined by the 
command (arthi bhavana). The propulsion of verbal commands 
is not like any physical propulsion; such a propulsion only arises 
as a result of one's comprehension of the fact that the per- 
formance of the acts enjoined will lead to beneficial results, 
and it naturally moves one to perform those acts out of self- 
interest. So of the twofold propulsion (bhavana) implied in a 
Vedic imperative the propulsio:: to act, as communicated by the 
verbal command, is called sabdi bhavana; and this is followed by 
the actual efforts of the person for the performance of the act?. 
The prescriptive of the command (vidhi) is comprehended directly 
from the imperative suffix (Ji) of the verb, even before the meaning 
of the verb is realized. If this is so, it is contended that the im- 
perative, as it is communicated by the command, is a pure con- 
tentless form of command. This contention is admitted by the 
Bhatta school, which thinks that, though in the first stage we have 
communication of the contentless pure form of the imperative, yet 
at the successive stages the contentless form of duty is naturally 
supplemented by a more direct reference to the concrete context, 
as denoted by the verb with which the suffix is associated. So the 
process of the propulsion of bhavand, though it starts at the first 
instance with the communication of a pure contentless form, passes, 
by reason of its own necessity and the incapacity of a contentless 
form of duty to stand by itself, gradually through more and more 
concrete stages to the actual comprehension of the duty implied 
by the concrete meaning of the associated verb?. So the com- 
munication of the contentless duty and its association with the 
concrete verbal meaning are not two different meanings, but are 


* adrste tu visaye sreyah-sádhanádhigamah šabdaika-nibandhana iti tad-adhi- 
gamopayah sabda eva pravartakah; ata eva šabdo ’pi na svarūpa-mātreņa pra- 
vārtako vāyv-ādi-tulyatva-prasatigāt;...arthapratītim upajanayatah šabdasya pra- 
tājā Nyāya-matījarī, p. 342. The Vizianagram Sanskrit Series, Benares, 

Ps Lin-adeh fabdasya na pratīti-janana-mātre vyàparah kintu purusa-pravrttāv 
api; sa càyam liri-ādi-vyāpārah šabda-bhāvanā-nāmadheyo vidhir ity ucyate sa eva 
ca pravartakah.. “yo bhavana-kriyā-kartr-visayah prayojaka-vyāpārah purusa-stho 
yatra bhavana-kriyayah kartā svargādikarmatām āpadyate so 'rtha-bhāvanā-sab- 
dena ucyate. Ibid. p. 343. 

id Yady apy amšair asamsprstām vidhih spršati bhāvanām 

tathāpy ašaktito nāsau tan-mātre paryavasyati 

anustheye hi visaye vidhih pumsam pravartakah 

amša-trayeņa capiirnam nānutisthati bhāvanām 

tasmāt prakrānta-rūpo pi vidhis tāvat pratīksate 

yāvad yogyatvam apanna bhāvanā'nyānapeksiņī. Ibid.*p. 344. 
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rather the prolongation of one process of communication, just as 
cooking includes all the different associated acts of putting the pan 
on the fire, lighting the fire, and the like!. These two bhavanas, 
therefore, mean nothing more than the reasoning of the will and 
its translation into definite channels of activity, as the performance 
of tlie sacrifice, etc., and vidhi here means simply the prompting or 
the propulsion (vyaparah prerana-ripah) ; and it is such prompting 
that initiates in the performer the will, which is later on translated 
into concrete action. 

Another Mimamsa view objects to this theory of dual bhavana 
and asserts that the suffix Zi involves the notion of an order to 
work (preraņa), as if the relation of the Vedas to us were one of 
master and servant, and that the Vedic vidhi as expressed in the lin 
suffix conveys the command (praisya-praisayoh sambandhah). The 
vidhi goads us to work, and, being goaded by it, we turn to work. 
It does not physically compel us to act; but the feeling we 
have from it that we have been ordered to act constitutes the 
driving power. The knowledge of vidhi thus drives us to our 
Vedic duties. When a man hears the command, he feels that he 
has been commanded and then he sets to work. This setting 
to work is quite a different operation from the relation of the 
command and the commanded, and comes after it. The essence 
of a Vedic sentence is this command or niyoga. A man who 
has formerly tasted the benefits of certain things or the pleasures 
they produced naturally intends to have them again; here also 
there is a peculiar mental experience of eagerness, desire or in- 
tention (ākūta), which goads him on to obey the Vedic commands. 
This akūta is a purely subjective experience and cannot, therefore, 
be experienced by others, though one can always infer its existence 
from the very fact that, unless it were felt in the mind, no one 
would feel himself goaded to work*. Niyoga, or a prompting to 
work (prerana), is the sense of all vidhis, and this rouses in us the 
intention of working in accordance with the command. The actual 
performance of 4n action is a mere counterpart of the intention 
(ākūta), that is subjectively felt as roused by the miyoga or the 


1 Yathā histhāly-adhisrayaņāt prabhrtyā nirakanksaudana-nispatter ekaiveyam 
pāka-kriyā salilāvaseka-taņdulāvapana-darvī-vighattanāsrāvaņādy-aneka-ksaņa- 
samudaya-svabhava tathā prathama-pada-jnanat prabhrti à nirākānsa-vākyārtha- 
paricchedād ekaiveyam šābdī pramitih. Nyāya-matijarī, p. 345. 

2 Ayam api bhautika-vyāpāra-hetur ātmākūta-viseso na pramāņāntara-vedyo 
bhavaji na ca na vedyate tat-samvedane sati cesta yadvantam drstvā tasyāpi tādrk- 
prerana’vagamo 'numīyate. Ibid. p. 348. 
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driving power of the vidhi. This view differs from the view of 
Kumarila in this, that it does not suppose that the propulsion 
of the Vedic command takes effect in a twofold bhāvanā, through 
the whole process of the conception and the materialization of the 
action in accordance with the Vedic commands. The force of the 
command is exhausted in prompting us to action and arousing in 
us the inward resolution (kata) to obey the command. The actual 
performance of the action comes as a natural consequence (arta). 
The force of the vidhi has a field of application only when our 
ordinary inclinations do not naturally lead us to the performance 
of action. Vidhi, therefore, operates merely as a law of command 
which has to be obeyed for the sake of the law alone, and it is 
this psychological factor of inward resolution to obey the law that 
leads to the performance of action. 

Mandana, in his Vidhi-viveka, discusses the diverse views on 
the significance of vidhi. He interprets vidhi as a specific kind 
of prompting (pravartanā). He distinguishes the inner volitional 
intention of attaining an end and its translation into active effort 
leading to muscular movements of the body. Pravartanā here 
means the inner volitional direction of the mind towards the 
performance of the action, as well as actual nervous changes which 
are associated with itt. The command of the Vedas naturally 
brings with it a sense of duty or of “‘oughtness” (kartavyatā), and 
it is this sense of kartavyata that impels people to action without 
any reference to the advantages and benefits that may be reaped 
by such actions. The psychological state associated with such a 
feeling of "oughtness" is said to be of the nature of instincts 
(pratibha). It is through an instinctive stimulus to work, proceed- 
ing from the sense of ** oughtness," that the action is performed. 

The Nyaya doctrine differs from the above view of vidhi as a 
categorically imperative order and holds that the prompting of the 
Vedic commands derives its force from our desire for the attainment 
of the benefits that we might reap if we acted in accordance with 
them. So the ultimate motive of the action is the attainment of 
pleasure or the avoidance of pain, and it is only with a view to 
attaining the desired ends that one is prompted to follow the Vedic 

1 Bhāva-dharma eva kašcit samīhita-sādhanānuguņo vyāpāra-padārthah; tad 
yathā ātmano buddhy-ādi-janana-pravrttasya manah-samyoga evā'yam bhāva- 
dharmah tadvad atrāpi spandas tad-itaro vā bhāva-dharmah pravrtti-jananā'- 


nukūlatayā vyāpāra-visesah pravartanā. Vācaspati's Nyāya-kaņikā on Vidhi- 
viveka, pp. 243, 244. i: 
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commands and perform the sacrifices. In this view, therefore, the 
prompting, or preraņā, has not in it that self-evident call of the 
pure imperative or the rousing of the volitional tendency through 
the influence of the imperative; the prompting felt is due only to 
the rise of desires for the end. 

Most of the above interpretations of vidhi are of much later 
date than the Gītā. No systematic discussion of the nature of 
vidhi which can be regarded as contemporaneous with or prior to 
the date of the Gita is now available. But even these latter-day 
explanations are useful in understanding the significance of 
the force of the notion of the imperative in the Gita. It is 
clear from the above discussion that the notion of the impera- 
tive of vidhi cannot be called moral in our sense of the term, 
as has been done in a recent work on Hindu Ethics'. For the 
imperative of vidhi is limited to the injunctions of the Vedas, 
which are by no means coextensive with our general notion of 
morality. According to the Mimamsa schools just described virtue 
(dharma) consists in obedience to Vedic injunctions. Whatever 
may be enjoined by the Vedas is to be considered as virtue, what- 
ever is prohibited by the Vedas is evil and sin, and all other 
things which are neither enjoined by the Vedas nor prohibited 
by them are neutral, i.e. neither virtuous nor vicious*. The term 
dharma is therefore limited to actions enjoined by the Vedas, even 
though such actions may in some cases be associated with evil 
consequences leading to punishments due to the transgression of 
some other Vedic commands. The categorical imperative here 
implied is scriptural and therefore wholly external. The virtuous 
character of actions does not depend on their intrinsic nature, 
but on the external qualification of being enjoined by the Vedas. 


1 S. K. Maitra's Hindu Ethics, written under Dr Seal's close personal 
supervision and guidance. 

? Kumārila holds that even those sacrifices which are performed for the 
killing of one's enemies are right, because they are also enjoined by the Vedas. 
Prabhākara, however,econtends that, since these are performed only out of the 
natural evil propensities of men, their performance cannot be regarded as being 
due to a sense of duty associated with obedience to the injunctions of the Vedas. 
Kumārila thus contends that, though the Syena sacrifice is attended with evil 
consequences, yet, since the performer is only concerned with his duty in 
connection with the Vedic commands, he is not concerned with the evil conse- 
quences; and it is on account of one's obedience to the Vedic injunctions that 
it is called right, though the injury to living beings that it may involve will 
bring about its punishment all the same. Samkhya and some Nyaya writers, 
howeve® would condemn the Syena sacrifice on account of the injury to living 
beings that it involves. s 
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Whatever is not enjoined in the Vedas or not prohibited in them 
is simply neutral. It is clear, therefore, that the term dharma can 
be translated as “virtue” only in a technical sense, and the words 
“moral” and “immoral” in our sense have nothing to do with 
the concept of dharma or adharma. 

The Gita distinguishes between two kinds of motives for the 
performance of sacrifices. The first motive is that of greed and 
self-interest, and the second is a sense of duty. The Gita is aware 
of that kind of motive for the performance which corresponds to 
the Nyāya interpretation of Vedic vidhis and also to the general 
Mimamsa interpretation of vidhi as engendering a sense of duty. 
Thus it denounces those fools who follow the Vedic doctrines and 
do not believe in anything else; they are full of desires and eager 
to attain Heaven, they take to those actions which lead to rebirth 
and the enjoyment of mundane pleasures. People who are thus 
filled with greed and desires, and perform sacrifices for the attain- 
ment of earthly goods, move in an inferior plane and are not 
qualified for the higher scheme of life of devotion to God with 
right resolution’. The Vedas are said to be under the influence of 
mundane hankerings and desires, and it is through passions and 
antipathies, through desires and aversions, that people perform the 
Vedic sacrifices and think that there is nothing greater than these. 
One should therefore transcend the sphere of Vedic sacrifices 
performed out of motives of self-interest. But the Gita is not 
against the performance of Vedic sacrifices, if inspired by a sheer 
regard for the duty of performing sacrifices. Anyone who looks to 
his own personal gain and advantages in performing the sacrifices, 
and is only eager to attain his pleasurable ends, is an inferior type 
of man; the sacrifices should therefore be performed without any . 
personal attachment, out of regard for the sacred duty of the 
performance. Prajapati created sacrifices along with the creation 
of men and said, “The sacrifices will be for your good—you 
should help the gods by your sacrifices, and the gods will in their 


* Vyavasāyātmikā buddhih samādhau na vidhiyate. Gita, Ij. 44. The word 
samādhau is explained by Srīdhara as follows: samadhi§ cittaikāgryam, para- 
mešvarābhimukhatvam iti yāvat; tasmin niscayatmika buddhis tu na vidhiyate. 
Samādhi is thus used here to mean one-pointedness of mind to God. But 
Sankara gives a very curious interpretation of the word samadhi, as meaning 
mind (antahkarana or buddhi), which is hardly justifiable. Thus he says, sama- 
dhiyate 'smin purusopabhogāya sarvam iti samadhir antahkaranam buddhih. The 
word vyavasāyātmikā is interpreted by commentators on 11. 41 and II. 44 as 
meaning nifcayatmiká (involving correct decision through proper prariāņas or 
proof). I prefer, however, to take the word to mean * right resolution." 
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turn help you to grow and prosper. He who lives for himself 
without offering oblations to the gods and supporting them 
thereby is misappropriating the share that belongs to the gods.” 
This view of the Gita is different from that of the later 
Mīmāmsā, which probably had a much earlier tradition. Thus 
Kumārila held that the final justification of Vedic sacrifices or of 
dharma was that it satisfied our needs and produced happiness— 
it was artha. The sacrifices were, no doubt, performed out of 
regard for the law of Vedic commands; but that represented only 
the psychological side of the question. The external ground for 
the performance of Vedic sacrifices was that it produced happiness 
for the performer and satisfied his desires by securing for him the 
objects of desire. It was in dependence on such a view that the 
Nyāya sought to settle the motive of all Vedic sacrifices. The 
Naiyāyikas believed that the Vedic observances not only secured 
for us all desired objects, but that this was also the motive 
for which the sacrifices were performed. The Gītā was well 
aware of this view, which it denounces. The Gita admitted 
that the sacrifices produced the good of the world, but its whole 
outlook was different; for the Gita looked upon the sacrifices 
as being bonds of union between gods and men. The sacrifices 
improved the mutual good-will, and it was by the sacrifices that 
the gods were helped, and they in their turn helped men, and so 
both men and the gods prospered. Through sacrifices there was 
rain, and by rain the food-grains grew and men lived on the food- 
grains. So the sacrifices were looked upon as being sources not 
so much of individual good as of public good. He who looks to 
the sacrifices as leading to the satisfaction of his selfish interests 
is surely an inferior person. But those who do not perform the 
sacrifices are equally wicked. The Vedas have sprung forth from 
the deathless eternal, and sacrifices spring from the Vedas, and it 
is thus that the deathless, all-pervading Brahman is established 
in the sacrifices!, The implied belief of the Gita was that the 
prosperity of the*people depended on the fertility of the soil, and 
that this again depended upon the falling of rains, and that the 
rains depended on the grace of gods, and that the gods could live 
prosperously only if the sacrifices were performed; the sacrifices 
were derived from the Vedas, the Vedas from the all-pervading 
Brahman, and the Brahman again forms the main content of the 


* ,! Gità, nl. 15. 
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Vedas. ‘Thus there was a complete cycle from Brahman to sacri- 
fices, from sacrifices to the good of the gods and from the good 
of the gods to the good and prosperity of the people. Everyone 
is bound to continue the process of this cycle, and he who 
breaks it is a sinful and selfish man, who is not worth the life he 
leads". Thus the ideal of the Gītā is to be distinguished from the 
ideal of the Mimamsé in this, that, while the latter aimed at indi- 
vidual good, the former aimed at common good, and, while the 
latter conceived the Vedic commands to be the motives of their 
action, the former valued the ideal of performing the sacrifices in 
obedience to the law of continuing the process of the cycle of 
sacrifices, by which the world of gods and of men was maintained 
in its proper state of prosperity. When a man works for the 
sacrifices, such works cannot bind him to their fruits; it is only 
when works are performed from motives of self-interest that they 
can bind people to their good and bad fruits?, 

"The word dharma in the Gita does not mean what Jaimini 
understood by the term, viz. a desirable end or good enjoined by 
the sacrifices (codanā-laksano ’rtho dharmah). The word seems to 
be used in the Gita primarily in the sense of an unalterable cus- 
tomary order of class-duties or caste-duties and the general 
approved course of conduct for the people, and also in the sense 
of prescribed schemes of conduct. This meaning of dharma as 
“old customary order” is probably the oldest meaning of the word, 
as it is also found in the Atharva- Veda, 18.3. 1 (dharmam pura- 
nam anupālayanti)?. Macdonell, in referring to Maitrāyaņa,1v.1 9, 
Kathaka, xxx1. 7 and Taittiriya, 111. 2. 8. 11 , points out that bodily 
defects (bad nails and discoloured teeth) and marrying a younger 
daughter while her elder sister is unmarried are coupled with 
murder, though not treated as equal to it, and that there is no dis- 
tinction in principle between real crimes and what are now regarded 
as fanciful bodily defects or infringements of merely conventional 
practices. In the Satapatha-brahmana, XIV. 4. 2. 26, also we find 
dharma for a Ksattriya* is illustrated as being ‘the characteristic 
duties of a Ksattriya. The central meaning of the word dharma in 
the Gītāis therefore the oldest Vedic meaning of the word, which is 

1 Gitd, 11. 16. 2 Tbid. nī. 9. 

2 dharma, dharman are the regular words, the latter in the Rg-veda and both 
latery n Def de e er See Vne Vedic Index, p. 399. AT 
Dr Albrecht Weber's edition, Yaris. eig VOSTRI dum s 
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a much earlier meaning than the latter-day technical meaning of the 
word as it is found in Mimamsa. Dharma does notin the Gita mean 
sacrifices (yajita) or external advantages, as it does in Mīmāmsā, 
but the order of conventional practices involving specific caste- 
divisions and caste-duties. Accordingly, the performance of 
sacrifices is dharma for those whose allotted duties are sacrifices. 
Adultery is in the Vedas a vice, as being transgression of dharma, 
and this is also referred to as such (dharme naste, 1. 39) in the 
Gita. In the Gita, u. 7, Arjuna is said to be puzzled and con- 
fused regarding his duty as a Ksattriya and the sinful course 
of injuring the lives of his relations (dharma-sammiidha-cetah). 
The confusion of dharma and adharma is also referred to in xviir. 
31 and 32. In the Gita, 1v. 7 and 8, the word dharma is used 
in the sense of the established order of things and conventionally 
accepted customs and practices. In II. 40 the way of performing 
one's duties without regard to pleasures or sorrows is described 
as a particular and specific kind of dharma (asya dharmasya), 
distinguished from dharma in general. 

The yajfia (sacrifice) is said to be of various kinds, e.g. that 
in which oblations are offered to the gods is called daiva-yajfia; 
this is distinguished from brakma-yajita, in which one dedicates 
oneself to Brahman, where Brahman is the offerer, offering and 
the fire of oblations, and in which, by dedicating oneself to Brahman, 
one is lost in Brahman!. Then sense-control, again, is described as 
a kind of yajria, and it is said that in the fire of the senses the 
sense-objects are offered as libations and the senses themselves are 
offered as libations in the fire of sense-control; all the sense- 
functions and vital functions are also offered as libations in 
the fire of sense-control lighted up by reason. Five kinds of 
sacrifices (yajfia) are distinguished, viz. the yajfa with actual 
materials of libation, called dravya-yajfia, the yajfa of asceticism 
or self-control, called tapo-yajfa, the yajna of union or communion, 
called yoga-yajfia, the yajña of scriptural studies, called svadhyaya- 
yajfia, and the yaffia of knowledge or wisdom, called jrana-yajfa*. 
It is easy to ‘see that the extension of the application of the term 
yajfia from the actual material sacrifice to other widely divergent 
methods of self-advancement is a natural result of the extension of 
the concept of sacrifice to whatever tended towards self-advance- 
ment. The term yajña had high and holy associations, and the 

A dha, IV. 24 and 25. " 2 Ibid. 1v. 26-28; see also 29 and 30. 
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newly discovered systems of religious ēndeavours and endeavours 
for self-advancement came to be regarded as but a new kind of 
yajña, just as the substitution-meditations (pratīkopāsanā) were 
also regarded as being but new forms of yajfia. Thus, while 
thought advanced and newer modes of self-realization began to 
develop, the older term of yajfia came to be extended to these 
new types of religious discipline on account of the high veneration 
in which the older institution was held. 

But, whatever may be the different senses in which the term 
yajfia is used in the Gita, the word dharma has not here the 
technical sense of the Mīmāmsā. The Gità recommends the per- 
formance of sacrifices to the Brahmins and fighting to the Ksat- 
triyas, and thus aims at continuity of conventional practices which 
it regards as dharma. But at the same time it denounces the 
performance of actions from desire, or passions or any kind of 
selfish interest. A man should regard his customary duties as his 
dharma and should perform them without any idea of the fulfil- 
ment of any of his own desires. When a man performs karma from 
a sense of disinterested duty, his karma is no longer a bondage to 
him. The Gita does not, on the one hand, follow the old karma- 
ideal, that one should perform sacrifices in order to secure earthly 
and heavenly advantages, nor does it follow, on the other hand, 
the ideal of the Vedānta or of other systems of philosophy that 
reguire us to abandon our desires and control our passions with a 
view to cleansing the mind entirely of impurities, so as to transcend 
the sphere of duties and realize the wisdom of the oneness of the 
spirit. The Gita holds that a man should attain the true wisdom, 
purge his mind of all its desires, but at the same time perform 
his customary duties and be faithful to his own dharma. There 
should be no impelling force other than regard and reverence for 
his own inner law of duty with reference to his own dharma of 


conventional and customary practices or the duties prescribed by 
the šāstra. 


Sense-control in the Gītā. 


The uncontrollability of the senses was realized in the Katha 
Upanisad, where the senses are compared with horses. The Gita 
says that, when the mind is led on by fleeting sense-attractions, 
the man loses all his wisdom, just as a boat swings to and fro 
in deep waters in a strong gale. Even in the case of thw wise 
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man, in spite of his efforts to keep himself steady, the troubled 
senses might lead the mind astray. By continually brooding over 
sense-objects one becomes attached to them; out of such attach- 
ments there arise desires, out of desires there arises anger, out of 
anger blindness of passions, through such blindness there is lapse 
of memory, by such lapse of memory a man's intelligence is 
destroyed, and as a result of that he himself is destroyed’, Man 
is naturally inclined towards the path of evil, and in spite of 
his efforts to restrain himself he tends towards the downward 
path. Each particular sense has its own specific attachments and 
antipathies, and attachment (raga) and antipathy are the two 
enemies. The Gītā again and again proclaims the evil effects of 
desires and attachments (kama), anger (krodha) and greed (lobha) 
as the three gates of Hell, being that which veils wisdom as smoke 
veils fire, as impurities sully a mirror or as the foetus is covered 
by the womb?. Arjuna is made to refer to Krsna the difficulty of 
controlling the senses. Thus he says, “My mind, O Krsna, is 
violent, troubled and changeful; it is as difficult to control it as 
it is to control the winds?." True yoga can never be attained 
unless and until the senses are controlled. 

The Pali work Dhamma-pada is also filled with similar ideas 
regarding the control of attachments and anger. Thus it says, “He 
has abused me, beaten me, worsted me, robbed me—those who 
dwell not upon such thoughts are freed from hate. Never does 
hatred cease by hating, but hatred ceases by love; this is the 
ancient law....As the wind brings down a weak tree, so Mara 
overwhelms him who lives looking for pleasures, has his senses 
uncontrolled, or is immoderate in his food, slothful and effeminate. 
...As rain breaks through an ill-thatched house, so passion will 
break through an undisciplined mind." Again, speaking of mind, 
it says, “ As an arrow-maker levels his arrow, so a wise man levels 
his trembling, unsteady mind, which it is difficult to guard and 
hold back....Let the wise man guard his mind, incomprehensible, 
subtle, capriciovš though it is. Blessed is the guarded mind,” 
Again, *Nót nakedness, nor matted hair, not dirt, nor fastings, 
not lying on earth, nor ashes, nor ascetic postures, none of these 
things purify a man who is not free from desires®.” Again, * From 


1 Gita, 11. 60, 62, 63. 2 Tbid. 111. 34, 37-39; XVI. are 3 VI. 34. 
* Dhamma-pada (Poona, 1923), 1. 4, 5, 7» 13: Ibid. mı. 36, 38. 
* Ibid. x. 141. e 
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attachment (pzyato) comes grief, from attachment comes fear; he 
who is free from attachment knows neither grief nor fear. From 
affection (pemato) come grief and fear. He who is free from 
affection knows neither grief nor fear. From lust (rati) come 
grief and fear. He who is free from affection knows neither grief 
nor fear. From lust (kāma) come grief and fear. He who is free 
from lust knows neither grief nor fear. From desire (tanha) come 
grief and fear. He who is free from desire knows neither grief 
nor feart,” 

It is clear from the above that both the Gita and the Dhamma- 
pada praise sense-control and consider desires, attachments, anger 
and grief as great enemies. But the treatment of the Gītā differs 
from that of the Dhamma-pada in this, that, while in the Dhamma- 
pada there is a course of separate lessons or moral instructions on 
diverse subjects, the Gītā deals with sense-control as a means to 
the attainment of peace, contentment and desirelessness, which 
enables a man to dedicate all his actions to God and follow the 
conventional courses of duties without looking for anything in 
them for himself. The Gita knows that the senses, mind and 
intellect are the seats of all attachments and antipathies, and that 
it is through the senses and the mind that these can stupefy a 
man and make his knowledge blind?, All the sense-affections of 
cold and heat, pleasure and Sorrow, are mere changes of our 
sensibility, are mere touches of feeling which are transitory and 
should therefore be quietly borne?. It is only by controlling 
the senses that the demon of desire, which distorts all ordinary 
and philosophic knowledge, can be destroyed. But it is very hard 
to stifle this demon of desire, which always appears in new 
forms. It is only when a man can realize within himself the 
great being which transcends our intellect that he can control 
his lower self with his higher self and uproot his desires. The self 
is its own friend as well as its own foe, and one should always 
try to uplift oneself and not allow oneself to siak down. The chief 
aim of all sense-control is to make a man's thoughts steady, so 
that he can link himself up in communion with God*. 

The senses in the Gita are regarded as drawing the mind along 
with them. The senses are continually changing and fleeting, and 
they make the mind also changeful and fleeting; and, as a result of 


1 Dhamma-pada, xvi. 212-216. * Gita, 111. 40. 
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that, the mind, like a boat at sea before a strong wind, is driven 
to and fro, and steadiness of thought and wisdom (prajitā) are 
destroyed. The word prajitā is used in the Gītā in the sense of 
thought or wisdom or mental inclinations in general. It is used 
in a more or less similar sense in the Brhad-aranyaka Upanisad, 
IV. 4. 21, and in a somewhat different sense in the Mandakya ` 
Upanisad, 7. But the sense in which Patafijali uses the word is 
entirely different from that in which it is used in the Gz/a or the 
Upanisads. Patafjali uses the word in the technical sense of a 
specific type of mystical cognition arising out of the steady fixing 
of the mind on an object, and speaks of seven stages of such prajñā 
corresponding to the stages of yoga ascension. Prajitā in the Gita 
means, as has just been said, thought or mental inclination. It does 
not mean jana, or ordinary cognition, or vijitāna as higher wisdom; 
it means knowledge in its volitional aspect. It is not the kriyakhya- 
jtāna, as moral discipline of yama, niyama, etc., of the Parica-ratra 
work fayākhya-samhitā. Yt means an intellectual outlook, as in- 
tegrally connected with, and determining, the mental bent or 
inclination. When the mind follows the mad dance of the senses 
after their objects, the intellectual background of the mind deter- 
mining its direction, the prajñā is also upset. Unless the prajna 
is fixed, the mind cannot proceed undisturbed in its prescribed 
fixed course. So the central object of controlling the senses is the 
securing of the steadiness of this prajñā (vase hi yasyendriyani 
tasya prajñā pratisthita—11. 57). Prajna and dhi are two words 
which seem to be.in the Gita synonymous, and they both mean 
mental inclination. This mental inclination probably involves both 
an intellectual outlook, and a corresponding volitional tendency. 
Sense-control makes this prajaa steady, and the Gita abounds in 
praise of the sthita-prajia and sthita-dhi, i.e. of one who has 
mental inclination or thoughts fixed and steady!. Sense-attach- 
ments are formed by continual association with sense-objects, and 
attachment begets desire, desire begets anger, and so on. Thus all 
the vices spring*from sense-attachments. And the person who 
indulges in sense-gratifications is rushed along by the passions. 
So, just as a tortoise collects within itself all its limbs, so the 
person who restrains his senses from the sense-objects has his 
mind steady and fixed. The direct result of sense-control is thus 
steadiness of will, and of mental inclinations or mind (prajia). 


o a $ T 54756. 
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"The person who has his prajūā fixed is not troubled in sorrows and 
is not eager to gain pleasures, he has no attachment, no fear and 
no anger’. He is indifferent in prosperity and in adversity and 
neither desires anything nor shuns anything?. He alone can obtain 
peace who, like the sea receiving all the rivers in it, absorbs all his 
desires within himself; not so the man who is always busy in 
satisfying his desires. The man who has given up all his desires 
and is unattached to anything is not bound to anything, has no 
vanity and attains true peace. When a man can purge his mind of 
attachments and antipathies and can take to sense-objects after 
purifying his senses and keeping them in full control, he attains 
contentment (prasada). When such contentment is attained, all 
sorrows vanish and his mind becomes fixed (buddhih paryavati- 
sthate)®. Thus sense-control, on the one hand, makes the mind 
unruffled, fixed, at peace with itself and filled with contentment, 
and on the other hand, by making the mind steady and fixed, it 
makes communion with God possible. Sense-control is the indis- 
pensable precondition of communion with God; when once this 
has been attained, it is possible to link oneself with God by con- 
tinued efforts‘, Thus sense-control, by producing steadiness of the 
will and thought, results in contentment and peace on the one 
hand, and on the other makes the mind fit for entering into 
communion with God. 

One thing that strikes us in reading the Gītā is that the object 
of sense-control in the Gita is not the attainment of a state of 
emancipated oneness or the absolute cessation of all mental pro- 
cesses, but the more intelligible and common-sense ideal of the 
attainment of steadiness of mind, contentment and the power of 
entering into touch with God. This view of the object of self- 
control is therefore entirely different from that praised in the 
philosophic systems of Patafijali and others. The Gita wants us 
to control our senses and mind and to approach sense-objects 
with such a controlled mind and senses, because it is by this means 
alone that we can perform our duties with a peaceful and contented 
mind and turn to God with a clean and unruffled heart”. The 
main emphasis of this sense-control is not on the mere external 
control of volitional activities and the control of motor propensities 


1 Gitd, 11. 56. * Ibid. 11. 
itd, . IH. 57. 
: Ibid. 11. 65; see also rr. 58, 64, 68, 70, 71. d * Ibid. v1. 36. 
rāga-dvesa-vimuktais tu visayān indriyais caran 
ātma-vašyair vidheyātmā prasadam adhigacchati. Ibid. 11. 64. 


xiv] The Ethics of the Gītā and the Buddhist Ethics 493 


in accordance with the direction of passions and appetites, but on 
the inner control of the mind behind these active senses. When a 
person controls only his physical activities, and yet continues to 
brood over the attractions of sense, he is in reality false in his 
conduct (mithyacara). Real self-control does not mean only the 
cessation of the external operations of the senses, but also the 
control of the mind. Not only should a man cease from committing 
actions out of greed and desire for sense-gratification, but his mind 
should be absolutely clean, absolutely clear of all impurities of 
sense-desires. Mere suspension of physical action without a 
corresponding control of mind and cessation from harbouring 
passions and desires is a vicious course!. 


The Ethics of the Gità and the Buddhist Ethics. 


The subject of sense-control naturally reminds one of Bud- 
dhism. In the Vedic religion performance of sacrifices was 
considered as the primary duty. Virtue and vice consisted in 
obedience or disobedience to Vedic injunctions. It has been 
pointed out that these injunctions implied a sort of categorical 
imperative and communicated a sense of vidhi as law, a command 
which must be obeyed. But this law was no inner law of the spirit 
within, but a mere external law, which ought not to be confused 
with morality in the modern sense of the term. Its sphere was 
almost wholly ritualistic, and, though it occasionally included such 
commands as “One should not injure anyone” (mā himsyat), yet 
in certain sacrifices which were aimed at injuring one's enemies 
operations which would lead to such results would have the 
imperative of a Vedic command, though the injury to human 
beings would be attended with its necessary punishment. Again, 
though in later Samkhya commentaries and compendiums it is 
said that all kinds of injuries to living beings bring their punish- 
ment, yet it is doubtful if the Vedic injunction “Thou shouldst 
not injure” realfy applied to all living beings, as there would be 
but few sactifices where animals were not killed. The Upanisads, 
however, start an absolutly new line by the substitution of 
meditations and self-knowledge for sacrificial actions. In the 

1 Cf. Dhamma-pada, 1. 2. All phenomena have mind as their precursor, are 
dependent upon mind and are made up of mind. If a man speaks or acts with 


a pux mind, happiness accompanies him, just as a shadow follows a man 
incessantly. 2 


494 The Philosophy of the Bhagavad-gītā [cH. 


Primary stage of Upanisadic thoughts a conviction was growing 
that instead of the sacrificial performances one could go through 
a set form of meditations, identifying in thought certain objects 
with certain other objects (e.g. the dawn as the horse of horse- 
Sacrifice) or even with symbolic syllables, OM and the like. In 
the more developed stage of Upanisadic culture a new conviction 
arose in the search after the highest and the ultimate truth, and 
the knowledge of Brahman as the highest essence in man and 
nature is put forward as the greatest wisdom and the final realiza- 
tion of truth and reality, than which nothing higher could be 
conceived. There are but few moral precepts in the Upanisads, 
and the whole subject of moral conflict and moral efforts is 
almost silently dropped or passes unemphasized. In the Taittiriya 
Upanisad, 1. 11, the teacher is supposed to give a course of moral 
instruction to his pupil after teaching him the Vedas— Tell the 
truth, be virtuous, do not give up the study of the Vedas; after 
presenting the teacher with the stipulated honorarium (at the con- 
clusion of his studies) the pupil should (marry and) continue the 
line of his family. He should not deviate from truth or from virtue 
(dharma) or from good. He should not cease doing good to others, 
from study and teaching. He should be respectful to his parents 
and teachers and perform such actions as are unimpeachable. He 
should follow only good conduct and not bad. He should make 
gifts with faith (sraddha), not with indifference, with dignity, 
from a sense of shame, through fear and through knowledge. If 
there should be any doubt regarding his course of duty or conduct, 
then he should proceed to act in the way in which the wisest 
Brahmins behaved. But few Upanisads give such moral precepts, 
and there is very little in the Upanisads in the way of describing 
a course of moral behaviour or of emphasizing the fact that man 
can attain his best only by trying to become great through moral 
efforts. The Upanisads occupy themselves almost wholly with 
mystic meditations and with the philosophic wisdom of self- 
knowledge. Yet the ideas of self-control, peace and cessation of 
desires, endurance and concentration are referred to in Brhad- 
Granyaka, IV. 4. 23, as a necessary condition for the realization of 
the self within ust, In Katha, v1. 11, the control of the senses 
(indriya-dharana) is referred to as yoga, and in Mundaka, nu. 2. 2, 


1 Santo dānta uparatas titiksuh samahito bhūtvātmany eva ātmānam tīšyati. 
Brh. 1v. 4. 23. 
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it is said that he who consciously desires the objects of desire is 
again and again born through desires; but even in this world all 
desires vanish for him who is self-realized in himself and is self- 
satisfied!, The idea that the path of wisdom is different from the 
path of desires was also known, and it was felt that he who sought 
wisdom (vidyabhipsita) was not drawn by many desires*. 

The point to be discussed in this connection is whether 
the central idea of the Gītā, namely, sense-control and more 
particularly the control of desires and attachments, is derived 
from the Upanisads or from Buddhism. It has been pointed out 
that the Upanisads do not emphasize the subject of moral conflict 
and moral endeavours so much as the nature of truth and reality 
as Brahman, the ultimate essence of man and the manifold ap- 
pearance of the world. Yet the idea of the necessity of sense- 
control and the control of desires, the settling of the mind in peace 
and contentment, is the necessary precondition for fitness for 
Vedic knowledge. Thus Sankara, the celebrated commentator on 
the Upanisads, in commenting on Brahma-sūtra, 1. 1. 1, says that 
a man is fit for an enquiry after Brahman only when he knows 
how to distinguish what is permanent from what is transitory 
(nityanitya-vastu-viveka), and when he has no attachment to the 
enjoyment of the fruits of his actions either as mundane pleasures 
or as heavenly joys (ikāmutra-phala-bhoga-virāga). The necessary 
qualifications which entitle a man to make such an enquiry are 
disinclination of the mind for worldly joys (sama), possession of 
proper control and command over the mind, by which it may be 
turned to philosophy (dama), power of endurance (visaya-titiksā), 
cessation of all kinds of duties (uparati), and faith in the philo- 
sophical conception of truth and reality (tattva-sraddhā). It may 
be supposed, therefore, that the Upanisads presuppose a high 
degree of moral development in the way of self-control and dis- 
inclination to worldly and heavenly joys. Detachment from sense- 
affections is one of the most dominant ideas of the Gita, and the 
idea of Mundaka,"n. 2. 2, referred to above, is re-echoed in the 
Gita, 11. 70, Where it is said that, just as the waters are absorbed 
in the calm sea (though poured in continually by the rivers), so 
the person in whom all desires are absorbed attains peace, and 


1 kāmān yah kamayate manyamanah sa kāmabhir jayate tatra tatra paryāpta- 
kāmasya krtātmanas tu ihaiva sarve praviltyanti kamah. Mundaka, m. 2. 2. 
2 K&ha, n. 4. © 
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not the man who indulges in desires. The Gia, of course, again 
and again emphasizes the necessity of uprooting attachments to 
pleasures and antipathy to pains and of controlling desires (kama) ; 
but, though the Upanisads do not emphasize this idea so frequently, 
yet the idea is there, and it seems very probable that the Gita drew 
itfrom the Upanisads. Hindu tradition also refers to the Upanisads 
as the source of the Gita. Thus the Gita-mahatmya describes the 
Upanisads as the cows from which Kisna, the cowherd boy, drew 
the Gita as milk!. 

But the similarity of Buddhist ethical ideas to those of the 
Gītā is also immense, and, had it not been for the fact that ideas 
which may be regarded as peculiarly Buddhistic are almost entirely 
absent from the Gita, it might well have been contended that the 
Gità derived its ideas of controlling desires and uprooting attach- 
ment from Buddhism. Tachibana collects a long list of Buddhist 
vices as follows? : 


anganam, impurity, lust, Sn. 517. 
ahankaro, selfishness, egoism, A. 1. 132; M. 111. 18, 32. 
mamankaro, desire, A. 1. 132; M. nī. 18, 32. 
mamāyitam, selfishness, S.N. 466. 
mamattam, grasping, egoism, S.N. 872, 951. 
apekha, desire, longing, affection, S.N. 38; Dh. 345. 
icchā, wish, desire, covetousness. 
ejā, desire, lust, greed, craving, S.N. 751; It. 92. 
asa, desire, longing, S.N. 634, 794, 864; Dh. 397. 
pipāsā, thirst. 
esa, esanā, wish, desire, thirst, Dh. 335. 
akankha, desire, longing, Tha. 20. 
kificanam, attachment, S.N. 949; Dh. 200. 
gantho, bond, tie, S.N. 798; Dh. 211. 
adana-gantho, the tied knot of attachment, S.N. 794. 
giddhi, greed, desire, Sn. 328; M. 1. 360, 362. 
gedho, greed, desire, Sn. 65, 152. 
gahanam, entanglement, Dh. 394. 
gaho, seizing, attachment. 
Jālinī, snare, desire, lust, Dh. 180; A. 11. 211. 
pariggaho, attachment, Mahanid. 57. 
chando, wish, desire, intention, S.N. 171, 203, etc. 
Jatā, desire, lust, S.N. 1. 13; V.M. 1. 
Jigimsanatā, covetousness, desire for, ibhanga, 353. 
nijtgimsanata, covetousness, V.M. 1. 23. 
tanha, tasinā, lust, unsatisfied desire, passion. 

1 Sarvopanisado gāvo dogdhā gopāla-nandanaļ. 

* The Ethics of Buddhism, by S Tachibana, P- 73- E 
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upādānam, clinging, attachment, Dh. 11. 58, I. 230. 
panidhi, wish, aspiration, Sn. 801. 
pihā, desire, envy, Tha. 1218. 
pemam, affection, love, A. III. 249. 
bandho, thong, bondage, attachment, Sn. 623; Dh. 344. 
bandhanam, bond, fetter, attachment, Sn. 522, 532; Dh. 345. 
nibandho, binding, attachment, S. 11. 17. 
vinibandhanam, bondage, desire, Sn. 16. 
anubandho, bondage, affection, desire, M. 111. 170; Ft. 91. 
upanibandho, fastening, attachment, V.M. 1. 235. 
paribandho, Com. on Thi. p. 242. 
rāgo, human passion, evil, desire, lust, passim. 
sārāgo, sārajjanā, sārajjitattam, affection, passion, Mahanid. 242. 
rati, lust, attachment, Dh, 27. 
manoratho, desire, wish (?). 
ruct, desire, inclination, Sn. 781. 
abhilāso, desire, longing, wish, Com. on Peta-vattu, 154. 
lalasa, ardent desire (?). 
ālayo, longing, desire, lust, Sn. 535, 635; Dh. 411. 
lobho, covetousness, desire, cupidity, Sn. 367; Dh. 248. 
lobhanam, greed, Tha. 343. 
lubhana, lobhitattam, do. (?). 
vanam, desire, lust, Sn. 1131; Dh. 284, 344. 
vanatho, love, iust, DA. 283, 284. 
nivesanam, clinging to, attachment, Sn. 470, 801. 
saīigo, fetter, bond, attachment, Sn. 473, 791; Dh. 397. 
asatti, attachment, hanging on, clinging, Sn. 777; Vin. 11. 156; 
Ss NAIA 
visattikā, poison, desire, Sn. 333; Dh. 180. 
santhavam, friendship, attachment, Sn. 207, 245; Dh. 27. 
ussado, desire ( Sn. 515, 783, 785. 
sneho, sineho, affection, lust, desire, Sn. 209, 943; Dh. 285. 
āsayo, abode, intention, inclination, V.H. 1. 140. 
anusayo, inclination, desire, A. I. 132; Sn. 14, 369, 545. 
sibbani, desire (?), Sn. 1040. 
kodho, anger, wrath, Sn. 1. 245, 362, 868, 928; Dh. 221-3; It. 4, 
12, 109, 
kopo, Rer ill-will, ill-temper, Sn. 6. 
aghato, anger, ill-will, hatred, malice, D. 1. 3, 31; S. 1. 179. 
patigho, wrath, hatred, Sum. 116. 
doso, anger, hatred, passzm. 
viddeso, enmity, hatred (?). 
dhūmo, anger (?), Sn. 460. 
upanaho, enmity, Sn. 116. 
vyāpādo, wish to injure, hatred, fury, Sum. 211; Jt. 111. 
anabhiraddhi, anger, wrath, rage, D. 1. 3. 
veram, wrath, anger, hatred, sin, Sn. 150; Dh. 3-5, 201. 
virodho, opposition, enmity'(?). 
DI 32 
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roso, anger (?). 

rosanam, anger (?). 

vyarosanam, anger, Sn. 148. 

atifianam, ignorance, It. 62. 

moho, fainting, ignorance, folly, passim. 
mohanam, ignorance, S.N. 399, 772. 
avijjā, ignorance, error, passion. 

It is interesting to note that three vices, covetousness, hatred 
and ignorance, and covetousness particularly, appear under dif- 
ferent names and their extirpation is again and again emphasized 
in diverse ways. These three, ignorance, covetousness and hatred or 
antipathy, are the roots of all evils. There are, of course, simpler 
commandments, such as not to take life, not to steal, not to commit 
adultery, not to tell a lie, and not to take intoxicating drinks, and 
of these stealing gold, drinking liquors, dishonouring one's teacher's 
bed, and killing a Brahmin are also prohibited in the Chāndogya 
Upanisad, v. 10. 9-101. But, while the Chandogya only prohibits 
killing Brahmins, the Buddha prohibited taking the life of any 
living being. But all these vices, and others opposed to the afthariga- 
sila and dasa-kusala-kamma, are included within covetousness, 
ignorance and hatred. The Gītā bases its ethics mainly on the 
necessity of getting rid of attachment and desires from which 
proceeds greed and frustration of which produces anger. But, 
while in Buddhism ignorance (avidyā) is considered as the source 
of all evil, the Gītā does not even mention the word. In the 
twelvefold chain of causality in Buddhism it is held that out of 
ignorance (avijjā) come the conformations (sankhara), out of the 
conformations consciousness (vijiiana), out of consciousness mind 
and body (nama-rüpa), out of mind and body come the six fields 
of contact (ayatana), out of the six fields of contact comes sense- 
contact, out of sense-contact comes feeling, out of feeling come 
desires (taņhā), out of desires comes the holding fast to things 
(upadana), out of the holding fast to things comes existence 
(bhava), out of existence comes birth (jati), and from birth 
come old age, decay and death. If ignorance, or avijja, is stopped, 

1 There is another list of eightfold prohibitions called atthangasila; these 
are not to take life, not to take what is not given, to abstain from sex-relations, 
to abstain from falsehood, from drinking liquors, from eating at forbidden 
times, from dancing and music and from beautifying one’s 5ody by perfumes, 
garlands, etc. There is also another list called dasa-kusala-kamma, such as not to 
take life, not to take what is not given, not to commit adultery, not to tell a lie, 


not to andes, not to abuse or talk foolishly, not to be covetous, malicjous and 
sceptical. 
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then the whole cycle stops. But, though in this causal cycle 
ignorance and desires are far apart, yet psychologically desires 
proceed immediately from ignorance, and a frustration of desires 
produces anger, hatred, etc. In the Gītā the start is taken directly 
from attachment and desires (kama). The Buddhist word trsnā 
(tanhā) is seldom mentioned in the Gita; whereas the Upanisadic 
word kama takes its place as signifying desires. The Gita is not 
a philosophical work which endeavours to search deeply into the 
causes of attachments, nor does it seek to give any practical course 
of advice as to how one should get rid of attachment. The Vedanta 
system of thought, as interpreted by Šankara, traces the origin of 
the world with all its evils to ignorance or nescience (avidya), 
as an indefinable principle; the Yoga traces all our phenomenal 
experience to five afflictions, ignorance, attachment, antipathy, 
egoism and self-love, and the last four to the first, which is 
the fountain-head of all evil afflictions. In the Gita there is no 
such attempt to trace attachment, etc. to some other higher 
principle. The word ajrtāna (ignorance) is used in the Gita about 
six or eight times in the sense of ignorance; but this “ignorance” 
does not mean any metaphysical principle or the ultimate starting- 
point of a causal chain, and is used simply in the sense of false 
knowledge or ignorance, as opposed to true knowledge of things 
as they are. Thus in one place it is said that true knowledge of 
things is obscured by ignorance, and that this is the cause of all 
delusion!, Again, it is said that to those who by true knowledge 
(of God) destroy their own ignorance (ajñāna) true knowledge 
reveals the highest reality (tat param), like the sun?. In another 
place jūāna and ajñāna are both defined. Jnana is defined as 
unvacillating and abiding self-knowledge and true knowledge 
by which truth and reality are apprehended, and all that is 
different from this is called ajgana?. Ajñāna is stated elsewhere 
to be the result of tamas, and in two other places tamas is said to 
be the product of ajñāna*. In another place it is said that people 
are blinded byeignorance (ajfana), thinking, “I am rich, I am 
an aristocrat, who else is there like me? I shall perform sacrifices 
make gifts and enjoys." In another place ignorance is said to 

1 ajitānenāvrtam jfianam tena muhyanti jantavah. v. 15. 

> jūānena tu tad-ajītānam yesām nāšitam ātmanaļ. v. 16. NA 

3 adhyatma-jfiana-nityatvam tattva-jitānārtha-daršanam etaj-jūānam iti prok- 
tam ajfianam yad ato 'nyatha. Gita, XIII. 12. 


* dbid. xiv. 16, 17; X. 11; xi. 8. 5 Ibid. v. 16. 
32-2 
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produce doubts (samsaya), and the Gia lecture of Krsņa is sup- 
posed to dispel the delusion of Arjuna, produced by ignorance’. 
This shows that, though the word ajñāna is used in a variety of 
contexts, either as ordinary ignorance or ignorance of true and 
absolute philosophic knowledge, it is never referred to as being 
the source of attachment or desires. This need not be interpreted 
to mean that the Gita was opposed to the view that attachments 
and desires were produced from ignorance; but it seems at least to 
imply that the Gita was not interested to trace the origin of attach- 
ments and desires and was satisfied to take their existence for 
granted and urged the necessity of their extirpation for peace and 
equanimity of mind. Buddhist Hinayana ethics and practical 
discipline are constituted of moral discipline (sia), concentration 
(samādhi) and wisdom (pamfa). The sila consisted in the per- 
formance of good conduct (caritta) and desisting (vāritta) from 
certain other kinds of prohibited action. Sila means those par- 
ticular volitions and mental states, etc. by which a man who 
desists from committing sinful actions maintains himself on the 
right path. Sila thus means (1) right volition (cetana), (2) the 
associated mental states (cetasika), (3) mental control (samvara), 
and (4) the actual non-transgression (in body and speech) of the 
course of conduct already in the mind by way of the preceding three 
silas, called avitikkama. Samvara is spoken of as being of five kinds, 
viz. (1) patimokkha-samvara (the control which saves him who 
abides by it), (2) sati-samvara (the control of mindfulness), (3) ana- 
samvara (the control of knowledge), (4) khanti-samvara (the control 
of patience) and (5) viriya-samvara (the control of active restraint). 
Pātimokkha-samvara means all self-control in general. Sati-samvara 
means the mindfulness by which one can bring in the right and 
good associations, when using one's cognitive senses. Even when 
looking at any tempting object, a man will,by virtue of his mindful- 
ness (sati), control himself from being tempted by not thinking 
of its tempting side and by thinking on such aspects of it as may 
lead in the right direction. Khanti-samvara is that by which one 
can remain unperturbed in heat and cold. By the proper adherence 
to sila all our bodily, mental and vocal activities (kamma) are duly 
systematized, organized and stabilized (samadhanam, upadhāraņam, 
patitthā). The practice of sila is for the practice of jhāna (medita- 
tion). Asa preparatory measure thereto, a man must train himself 


1 Gītā, IV. 42; XVIIL. 72, 2 
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continually tọ view with disgust the appetitive desires for eating 
and drinking (āhāre pațikūla-saññā) by emphasizing in the mind the 
various troubles that are associated with seeking food and drink 
and their ultimate loathsome transformations as various nauseating 
bodily elements. He must habituate his mind to the idea that all 
the parts of our body are made up of the four elements, viz. 
ksiti (earth), ap (water), etc. He should also think of the good 
effects of sīla, the making of gifts, of the nature of death and of the 
deep nature and qualities of the final extinction of all phenomena, 
and should practise brahma-vihara, as the fourfold meditation of 
universal friendship, universal pity, happiness in the prosperity 
and happiness of all, and indifference to any kind of preferment 
for himself, his friend, his enemy or a third party!. 

The Gita does not enter into any of these disciplinary 
measures. It does not make a programme of universal altruism or 
hold that one should live only for others, as is done in Mahāyāna 
ethics, or of the virtues of patience, energy for all that is good 
(virya as kušalotsāha), meditation and true knowledge of the 
essencelessness of all things. The person who takes the vow of 
saintly life takes the vow of living for the good of others, for 
which he should be prepared to sacrifice all that is good for him. 
His vow does not limit him to doing good to his co-religionists or 
to any particular sects, but applies to all human beings, irrespective 
of caste, creed or race, and not only to human beings, but to all 
living beings. Mahayana ethical works like the Bodhi-caryavatara- 
paūjikā or Siksā-samuccaya do not deal merely with doctrines 
or theories, but largely with practical instructions for becoming 
a Buddhist saint. They treat of the practical difficulties in the path 
of a saint's career and give practical advice regarding the way in 
which he may avoid temptations, keep himself in the straight 
path of duty, and gradually elevate himself to higher and higher 
states. 

The Gita is, neither a practical guide-book of moral efforts 
nor a philgsophical treatise discussing the origin of immoral 
tendencies and tracing them to certain metaphysical principles as 
their sources; but, starting from the ordinary frailties of attach- 
ment and desires, it tries to show how one can lead a normal life 
of duties and responsibilities and yet be in peace and contentment 
in a state of equanimity and in communion with God. The Gita 


! See A History of Indian Philosophy, by S. N. Dasgupta, vol. 1, p. 103. 
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has its setting in the great battle of the Maha-bharata. Krsna 
is represented as being an incarnation of God, and he is also the 
charioteer of his friend and relation, Arjuna, the great Pandava 
hero. The Pāņdava hero was a Ksattriya by birth, and he had come 
to the great battle-field of Kuruksetra to fight his cousin and 
opponent King Duryodhana, who had assembled great warriors, 
all of whom were relations of Arjuna, leading mighty armies. In 
the first chapter of the Gita a description is given of the two 
armies which faced each other in the holy field (dharma-ksetra) 
of Kuruksetra. In the second chapter Arjuna is represented as 
feeling dejected at the idea of having to fight with his relations 
and of eventually killing them. He says that it was better to 
beg from door to door than to kill his respected relations. Krsna 
strongly objects to this attitude of Arjuna and says that the 
soul is immortal and it is impossible to kill anyone. But, apart 
from this metaphysical point of view, even from the ordinary 
point of view a Ksattriya ought to fight, because it is his duty 
to do so, and there is nothing nobler for a Ksattriya than to 
fight. The fundamental idea of the Gita is that a man should 
always follow his own caste-duties, which are his own proper 
duties, or sva-dharma. Even if his own proper duties are of an 
inferior type, it is much better for him to cleave to them than to 
turn to other people's duties which he could well perform. It is 
even better to die cleaving to one's caste-duties, than to turn to 
the duties fixed for other people, which only do him harm!. 
The caste-duties of Brahmins, Ksattriyas, Vai$yas and Südras 
are fixed in accordance with their natural qualities. Thus sense- 
control, control over mind, power of endurance, purity, patience, 
sincerity, knowledge of worldly things and philosophic wisdom 
are the natural qualities of a Brahmin. Heroism, bravery, patience, 
skill, not to fly from battle, making of gifts and lordliness are 
the natural duties of a Ksattriya. Agriculture, tending of cattle 
and trade are the natural duties of a Sidra. A man can 
attain his highest only by performing the specific duties of his 
own caste. God pervades this world, and it is He who moves all 
beings to work. A man can best realize himself by adoring God 
and by the performance of his own specific caste-duties. No sin 
can come to a man who performs his own caste-duties. Even if 
one’s caste-duties were sinful or wrong, it would not be wrong 
1 Gita, nu. 35. 
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for a man to perform them; for, as there is smoke in every fire, so 
there is some wrong thing or other in all our actions!. Arjuna is 
thus urged to follow his caste-duty as a Ksattriya and to fight his 
enemies in the battle-field. If he killed his enemies, then he would 
be the master of the kingdom; if he himself was killed, then since 
he had performed the duties of a Ksattriya, he would go to Heaven. 
If he did not engage himself in that fight, which was his duty, he 
would not only lose his reputation, but would also transgress his 
own dharma. 

Such an instruction naturally evokes the objection that war 
necessarily implies injury to living beings; but in reply to such 
an objection Krsna says that the proper way of performing actions 
is to dissociate one’s mind from attachment; when one can perform 
an action with a mind free from attachment, greed and selfishness, 
from a pure sense of duty, the evil effects of such action cannot 
affect the performer. The evil effects of any action can affect the 
performer when in performing an action he has a motive of his own 
to fulfil. But, if he does not seek anything for himself, if he is not 
overjoyed in pleasures, or miserable in pains, his works cannot 
affect him. A man should therefore surrender all his desires for 
selfish ends and dedicate all his actions to God and be in com- 
munion with Him, and yet continue to perform the normal duties 
of his caste and situation of life. So long as we have our bodies, 
the necessity of our own nature will drive us to work. So it is 
impossible for us to give up all work. To give up work can be 
significant only if it means the giving up of all desires for the fruits 
of such actions. If the fruits of actions are given up, then the 
actions can no longer bind us to them. That brings us in return 
peace and contentment, and the saint who has thus attained a per- 
fect equanimity of mind is firm and unshaken in his true wisdom, 
and nothing can sway him to and fro. One may seek to attain 
this state either by philosophic wisdom or by devotion to God, 
and it is the latter path which is easier. God, by His grace, helps 
the devotee to purge his mind of all impurities, and so by His 
grace a man can dissociate his mind from all motives of greed and 
selfishness and be in communion with Him; he can thus perform 
his duties, as fixed for him by his caste or his custom, without 
looking forward to any reward or gain. 

The Gita ideal of conduct differs from the sacrificial ideal of 

a 


1 Gita, XVII. 44—48. 
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conduct in this, that sacrifices are not to be performed for any 
ulterior end of heavenly bliss or any other mundane benefits, but 
merely from a sense of duty, because sacrifices are enjoined in the 
scriptures to be performed by Brahmins; and they must therefore 
be performed from a pure sense of duty. The Gita ideal of ethics 
differs from that preached in the systems of philosophy like the 
Vedanta or the Yoga of Patafjali in this, that, while the aim 
of these systems was to transcend the sphere of actions and 
duties, to rise to a stage in which one could give up all one's 
activities, mental or physical, the ideal of the Gītā was decidedly 
an ideal of work. The Gita, as has already been pointed out, 
does not advocate a course of extremism in anything. However 
elevated a man may be, he must perform his normal caste-duties 
and duties of customary morality!. The Gita is absolutely devoid 
of the note of pessimism which is associated with early Buddhism. 
The sila, samādhi and paññā of Buddhism have, no doubt, in the 
Gītā their counterparts in the training of a man to disinclination 
for joys and attachments, to concentration on God and the firm 
and steady fixation of will and intelligence; but the significance of 
these in the Gita is entirely different from that which they have 
in Buddhism. The Gītā does not expound a course of approved 
conduct and prohibitions, since, so far as these are concerned, one's 
actions are to be guided by the code of caste-duties or duties of 
customary morality. What is required of a man is that he should 
cleanse his mind from the impurities of attachment, desires and 
cravings. The samādhi of the Gītā is not a mere concentration of 
the mind on some object, but communion with God, and the 
wisdom, or prajñā, of the Gita is no realization of any philosophic 
truth, but a fixed and unperturbed state of the mind, where the 
will and intellect remain unshaken in one's course of duty, clear 
of all consequences and free from all attachments, and in a state 
of equanimity which cannot be shaken or disturbed by pleasures 
or sorrows. 

Tt may naturally be asked in this connection, What is the general 
standpoint of Hindu Ethics? The Hindu social syštem is based 
on a system of fourfold division of castes. The Git says that God 
Himself created the fourfold division of castes into Brahmins, 
Ksattriyas, Vaiyas and Šūdras, a division based on characteristic 


TEN Y. MESA 
j Sankara, of course, is in entire disagreement with this interpretation of the 
Gītā, as will be discussed in a later section. E 
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qualities and specific duties. Over and above this caste division 
and its corresponding privileges, duties and responsibilities, there 
is also a division of the stages of life into that of Brahma-cārin— 
student, grha-stha—householder, vāna-prastha—retired in a forest, 
and bhiksu—mendicant, and each of these had its own prescribed 
duties. The duties of Hindu ethical life consisted primarily of the 
prescribed caste-duties and the specific duties of the different 
stages of life, and this is known as varnasrama-dharma. Over and 
above this there were also certain duties which were common to 
all, called the sadharana-dharmas. Thus Manu mentions steadiness 
(dhairya), forgiveness (ksamā), self-control (dama), non-stealing 
(cauryabhava), purity (sauca), sense-control (imdriya-migraha), 
wisdom (dhi), learning (vidya), truthfulness (satya) and control of 
anger (akrodha) as examples of sadharana-dharma. Prašastapāda 
mentions faith in religious duties (dharma-sraddha), non-injury 
(ahimsā), doing good to living beings (bkūta-hitatva), truthfulness 
(satya-vacana), non-stealing (asteya), sex-continence (brahma- 
carya), sincerity of mind (anupadha), control of anger (krodha- 
varjana), cleanliness and ablutions (abhisecana), taking of pure food 
(suci-dravya-sevana), devotion to Vedic gods (visista-devata-bhakti), 
and watchfulness in avoiding transgressions (apramāda). The 
caste-duties must be distinguished from these common duties. 
Thus sacrifices, study and gifts are common to all the three higher 
castes, Brahmins, Ksattriyas and Vaisyas. The specific duties of 
a Brahmin are acceptance of gifts, teaching, sacrifices and so forth; 
the specific duties of a Ksattriya are protection of the people, 
punishing the wicked, not to retreat from battles and other 
specific tasks; the duties of a Vaišya are buying, selling, agri- 
culture, breeding and rearing of cattle, and the specific duties of a 
Vaigya. The duties of a Südra are to serve the three higher castes!. 

Regarding the relation between varna-dharma and sadharana- 
dharma, a modern writer says that “the sadharana-dharmas con- 
stitute the foundation of the varnasrama-dharmas, the limits 
within which the latter are to be observed and obeyed. For 

2 Thé Gia however, counts self-control (sama), control over the mind 
(dama), purity (auca), forgiving nature (ksānti), sincerity (ārjava), knowledge 
(Rana), wisdom (vijsiána) and faith (astikya) as the natural qualities of Brahmins. 
"The duties of Ksattriyas are heroism (saurya), smartness (tejas), power of en- 
durance (dhrti), skill (dāksya), not to fly in battle (yuddhe capy apalayana), 
making of gifts (dana) and power of controlling others (isvara-bhava). The 
natural duties of Vaigyas are agriculture, rearing of cows and trade. Gita, 
XVIII 42—44. e 
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example, the Brahmin in performing religious sacrifice must not 
appropriate another's property, non-appropriation being one of 
the common and universal duties. In this way he serves his own 
community as well as subserves (though in a negative way) the 
common good of the community—and so, in an indirect way, 
serves the common good of humanity. Thus the individual of a 
specific community who observes the duties of his class does 
not serve his own community merely, but also and in the same 
process all other communities according to their deserts and needs, 
and in this way the whole of humanity itself. This, it will be seen, 
is also the view of Plato, whose virtue of justice is the common 
good which is to be realized by each class through its specific 
duties; but this is to be distinguished from the common good 
which constitutes the object of the sadharana-dharmas of the Hindu 
classification. 'The end in these common and universal duties is 
not the common well-being, which is being correctly realized in 
specific communities, but the common good as the precondition 
and foundation of the latter; it is not the good which is common- 
in-the-individual, but common-as-the-prius-of-the-individual. 
Hence the sadharana duties are obligatory equally for all indi- 
viduals, irrespective of their social position or individual capacity! 
The statement that the common good (sadharana-dharma) could 
be regarded as the precondition of the specific caste-duties implies 
that, if the latter came into conflict with the former, then the former 
should prevail. This is, however, inexact; for there is hardly any 
instance where, in case of a conflict, the sadharana-dharma, or the 
common duties, had a greater force. Thus, for example, non-injury 
to living beings wasacommon duty; but sacrifices implied the killing 
of animals, and it was the clear duty of the Brahmins to perform 
sacrifices. War implied the taking of an immense number of human 
lives; but it was the duty of a Ksattriya not to turn away from a 
battle-field, and in pursuance of his obligatory duty as a Ksattriya 
he had to fight. Turning to traditional accounts, we find in the 
Rāmāyaņa that Šambūka was a Südra saint (muni) who was per- 
forming ascetic penances in a forest, "This was a transgression of 
caste-duties; for a Šūdra could not perform tapas, which only the 
higher caste people were allowed to undertake, and hence the 
performance of tapas by the Südra saint Sambüka was regarded 


1 Ethics of the Hindus, by S. K. Maitra under Dr Séal’s close personal 
supervision and guidance, pp. 3-4. 
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as adharma (vice); and, as a result of this adharma, there was a 
calamity in the kingdom of Rāma in the form of the death of an 
infant son of a Brahmin. King Rama went out in his chariot and 
beheaded Sambüka for transgressing his caste-duties. Instances 
could be multiplied to show that, when there was a conflict between 
the caste-duties and the common duties, it was the former that 
had the greater force. The common duties had their force only 
when they were not in conflict with the caste-duties. The Gita is 
itself an example of how the caste-duties had preference over 
common duties. In spite of the fact that Arjuna was extremely 
unwilling to take the lives of his near and dear kinsmen in the 
battle of Kuruksetra Krsna tried his best to dissuade him from 
his disinclination to fight and pointed out to him that it was 
his clear duty, as a Ksattriya, to fight. It seems therefore very 
proper to hold that the common duties had only a general applica- 
tion, and that the specific caste-duties superseded them, whenever 
the two were in conflict. 

The Gita does not raise the problem of common duties, as its 
synthesis of nivrtti (cessation from work) and pravrtti (tending to 
work) makes it unnecessary to introduce the advocacy of the 
common duties; for its instruction to take to work with a mind 
completely detached from all feelings and motives of self-seeking, 
pleasure-seeking and self-interest elevates its scheme of work to 
a higher sphere, which would not be in need of the practice of 
any select scheme of virtues. 

The theory of the Gita that, if actions are performed with 
an unattached mind, then their defects cannot touch the per- 
former, distinctly implies that the goodness or badness of an 
action does not depend upon the external effects of the action, but 
upon the inner motive of action. If there is no motive of pleasure 
or self-gain, then the action performed cannot bind the performer; 
for it is only the bond of desires and self-love that really makes an 
action one’s owp and makes one reap its good or bad fruits. 
Morality from this point of view becomes wholly subjective, and 
the special feature of the Gītā is that it tends to make all actions 
non-moral by cutting away the bonds that connect an action with 
its performer. In such tircumstances the more logical course 
would be that of Sankara, who would hold a man who is free 
from desires and attachment to be above morality, above duties 
and above responsibilities» The Gita, however, would not advocate 
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the objective nzoriti, or cessation of work; its whole aim is to 
effect subjective nieytti, or detachment from desires. It would not 
allow anyone to desist from his prescribed objective duties; but, 
whatever might be the nature of these duties, since they were 
performed without any motive of gain, pleasure or self-interest, 
they would be absolutely without fruit for the performer; who, 
in his perfect equanimity of mind, would transcend all his actions 
and their effects. If Arjuna fought and killed hundreds of his 
kinsmen out of a sense of his caste-duty, then, howsoever harmful 
his actions might be, they would not affect him. Yudhisthira, 
however, contemplated an expiation of the sin of killing his kins- 
men by repentance, gifts, asceticism, pilgrimage, etc., which shows 
the other view, which was prevalent in the Maha-bharata period, 
that, when the performance of caste-duties led to such an injury 
to human lives, the sinful effects of such actions could be expiated 
by such means! Yudhisthira maintained that of asceticism (tapas), 
the giving up of all duties (tyaga), and the final knowledge of the 
ultimate truth (avadhi), the second is better than the first and the 
third is better than the second. He therefore thought that the 
best course was to take to an ascetic life and give up all duties 
and responsibilities, whereas Arjuna held that the best course 
for a king would be to take upon himself the normal responsi- 
bilities of a kingly life and at the same time remain unattached 
to the -pleasures of such a life?, Regarding also the practice of 
the virtues of non-injury, etc., Arjuna maintains that it is wrong 
to carry these virtues to extremes. Howsoever a man may live, 
Whether as an ascetic or as a forester, it is impossible for him to 
practise non-injury to all living beings in any extreme degree. 
Even in the water that one drinks and the fruits that one eats, even 
in breathing and Winking many fine and invisible insects are 
killed. So the virtue of non-injury, or, for the matter of that, all 
kinds of virtue, can be practised only in moderation, and their 
injunctions always imply that they can be practised only within 
the bounds of a commonsense view of things. Non-injury may 


1 Mahā-bhārata, xn. 7.36 and 37. 

* Thus Arjuna says: 
asaktah šaktavad gacchan nihsargo mukta-bandhanah 

1 samah satrau ca mitre ca sa vai mukto mahipate; — 
to which Yudhisthira replies: 
tapas tyāgo "vadhir iti niscayas tu esa dhimatàm 
barasparam jyàya eam yesam naihšreyasī matih. > 
Ibic. xit. 18.31 and xir. I9. 9. 
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be good; but there are cases where non-injury would mean doing 
injury. If a tiger enters into a cattle-shed, not to kill the tiger 
would amount to killing the cows. So all religious injunctions 
are made from the point of view of a practical and well-ordered 
maintenance of society and must therefore be obeyed with an eye 
to the results that may follow in their practical application. Our 
principal object is to maintain properly the process of the social 
order and the well-being of the people!. It seems clear, then, 
that, when the Gita urges again and again that there is no meaning 
in giving up our normal duties, vocation and place in life and its 
responsibilities, and that what is expected of us is that we should 
make our minds unattached, it refers to the view which Yudhisthira 
expresses, that we must give up all our works. The Gita therefore 
repeatedly urges that tyāga does not mean the giving up of all 
works, but the mental giving up of the fruits of all actions. 

Though the practice of detachment of mind from all desires 
and motives of pleasure and enjoyment would necessarily in- 
volve the removal of all vices and a natural elevation of the mind 
to all that is high and noble, yet the Gztz sometimes denounces 
certain types of conduct in very strong terms. Thus, in the sixteenth 
chapter, it is said that people who hold a false philosophy and 
think that the world is false and, without any basis, deny the 
existence of God and hold that there is no other deeper cause of 
the origin of life than mere sex-attraction and sex-union, destroy 
themselves by their foolishness and indulgence in all kinds of cruel 
deeds, and would by their mischievous actions tura the world to 
the path of ruin. In their insatiable desires, filled with pride, 
vanity and ignorance, they take to wrong and impure courses of 
action. They argue too much and think that there is nothing 
greater than this world that we live in, and, thinking so, they 
indulge in all kinds of pleasures and enjoyments. Tied with bonds 
of desire, urged by passions and anger, they accumulate money 
in a wrongful manner for the gratification of their sense-desires. 
“I have got this to-day,” they think, “and enjoy myself; I have 
so much hoarded money and I shall have more later on”; “that 
enemy has been killed by me, I shall kill other enemies also, I am 

= Loka-yātrārtham evedam dharma-pravacanam krtam 

ahimsā sadhu himseti sreyan dharma-parigrahah 
nātyantam gunavat kimcin na capy atyanta-mrguņam 


ubhayam sarva-kāryesu drsyate sādhv asadhu va. 
Mahā-bhārati, x11. 15. 49 and 50. 
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a lord, I enjoy myself, I am successful, powerful and happy, I 
am rich, I have a noble lineage, there is no one like me, I perform 
sacrifices, make gifts and enjoy." They get distracted by various 
kinds of ideas and desires and, surrounded by nets of ignorance 
and delusion and full of attachment for sense-gratifications, they 
naturally fall into hell. Proud, arrogant and filled with the vanity 
of wealth, they perform improperly the so-called sacrifices, as a 
demonstration of their pomp and pride. In their egoism, power, 
pride, desires and anger they always ignore God, both in them- 
selves and in others!. The main vices that one should try to 
get rid of are thus egoism, too many desires, greed, anger, pride 
and vanity, and of these desire and anger are again and again 
mentioned as being like the gates of hell’. 

Among the principal virtues called the divine equipment (daivi 
sampat) the Gita counts fearlessness (abhaya), purity of heart 
(sattva-samsuddhi), knowledge of things and proper action in ac- 
cordance with it, giving, control of mind, sacrifice, study, tapas, 
sincerity (arjava), non-injury (akimsā), truthfulness (satya), control 
of anger (akrodha), renunciation (tyāga), peacefulness of mind 
(Santi), not to backbite (apaisuna), kindness to the suffering (bhütesu 
dayā), not to be greedy (alolupatva), tenderness (mardava), a feeling 
of shame before people in general when a wrong action is done 
(Ari), steadiness (acapala), energy (teias), a forgiving spirit (Asānti), 
patience (dhrti), purity (sauca), not to think ill of others (adroha), 
and not to be vain. It is these virtues which liberate our spirits, 
whereas vanity, pride, conceit, anger, cruelty and ignorance are 
vices which bind and enslave us?. The man who loves God should 
not hurt any living beings, should be friendly and sympathetic 
towards them, and should yet be unattached to all things, should 
have no egoism, be the same in sorrows and pleasures and full of 
forgivingness for all. He should be firm, self-controlled and always 
contented. He should be pure, unattached, the same to all, should 
not take to actions from any personal motives, and he has nothing 
to fear. He is the same to friends and enemies, ia appreciation and 
denunciation; he is the same in heat and cold, pleasure,and pain; 
he is the same in praise and blame, homeless and always satisfied 
with anything and everything; he is always unperturbed and 
absolutely unattached to all things’. If one carefully goes through 


> Gita, xvi. 8-18, ? Ibid. xvi. 21. 
Ibid. xvi. 1-5. * Ibid. xit. 13-19; see also ibid, xi. S-11. 
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the above list of virtues, it appears that the virtues are pre- 
eminently of a negative character—one should not be angry, hurt- 
ful to others, egoistic, proud or vain, should not do anything with 
selfish motives, should not be ruffled by pleasure and pain, heat 
and cold and should be absolutely unattached, Of the few positive 
virtues, sincerity and purity of heart,a forgiving spirit, tenderness, 
friendliness, kindness, alertness and sympathy seem to be most 
prominent. The terms maitra (friendliness) and karuņā (com- 
passion) might naturally suggest the Buddhist virtues so named, 
since they do not occur in the Upanisads!. But in the Gita also they 
are mentioned only once, and the general context of the passage 
shows that no special emphasis is put on these two virtues. They 
do not imply any special kind of meditation of universal friendship 
or universal piety or the active performance of friendly and sympa- 
thetic deeds for the good of humanity or for the good of living 
beings in general. They seem to imply simply the positive friendly 
state of the mind that must accompany all successful practice of 
non-injury to fellow-beings. The Gītā does not advocate the active 
performance of friendliness, but encourages a friendly spirit as a 
means of discouraging the tendency to do harm to others. The 
life that is most admired in the Gita is a life of unattachedness, 
a life of peace, contentment and perfect equanimity and unper- 
turbedness in joys and sorrows. The vices that are denounced are 
generally those that proceed from attachment and desires, such as 
egoism, pride, vanity, anger, greediness, etc. There is another class 
of virtues which are often praised, namely those which imply 
purity, sincerity and alertness of mind and straightness of conduct. 
The negative virtue of sense-control, with its positive counterpart, 
the acquirement of the power of directing one's mind in a right 
direction, forms the bed-rock of the entire superstructure of the 
Gītā code of moral and virtuous conduct. 

'The virtue of sameness (samatva), however, seems to be the 
great ideal which the Gita is never tired of emphasizing again and 
again. This sanfeness can be attained in three different stages: 
subjective sameness, or equanimity of mind, or the sameness in 
joys and sorrows, praise and blame and in all situations of life; 
objective sameness, as regarding all people, good, bad or in- 
different, a friend or an enemy, with equal eyes and in the same 
11. 34, and the 


1 The term maitra occurs only once in the Muktikopanisat, 
Muktška is in all probability ope of the later Upanisads. 
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impartial spirit; and the final stage of the achievement of this 
eguanimity is the self-realized state when one is absolutely un- 
perturbed by all worldly things—a state of transcendence called 
guņātīta. Thus in the Gītā, 11. 15, it is said that he whom sense- 
affections and physical troubles cannot affect in any way, who is 
unperturbable and the same in joys and sorrows, attains immor- 
tality. In 11. 38 Krsna asks Arjuna to think of joys and sorrows, 
gain and loss, victory and defeat as being the same, and to engage 
himself in the fight with such a mind; for, if he did 80, no sin would 
touch him. In 11. 47 Krsna says to Arjuna that his business is only 
to perform his duties and not to look for the effects of his deeds ; 
it is wrong to look for the fruits of deeds or to desist from per- 
forming one’s duties. In 11. 48 this sameness in joys and sorrows 
is described as yoga, and it is again urged that one should be 
unperturbed whether m success or in failure. The same idea is 
repeated in II. 55, 56 and 57, where it is said that a true saint 
should not be damped in sorrow or elated in joy, and that he 
should not be attached to anything and should take happiness or 
misery indifferently, without particularly welcoming the former or 
regretting the latter. Such a man is absolutely limited to his own 
self and is self-satisfied. He is not interested in achieving anything 
or in not achieving anything; there is no personal object for him 
to attain in the world!, To such a man gold and stones, desirables 
and undesirables, praise and blame, appreciation and denunciation, 
friends and foes are all alike? Such a man makes no distinction 
whether between a friend and foe, or between a sinner and a 
virtuous manš, Such a man knows that pleasures and pains are 
welcomed and hated by all and, thinking so, he desires the good 
of all and looks upon all as he would upon himself—on a learned 
Brahmin of an elevated character, on a cow, an elephant, a dog or 
a caņdāla; and the wise behave in the same way*. He sees God in 
all beings and knows the indestructible and the immortal in all 
that is destructible. He who knows that all beings are pervaded 
by all, and thus regards them all with an equal eye, does not hurt 
his own spiritual nature and thus attains his highest®. As the 
culmination of this development, there is the state in which a man 
transcends all the corporeal and mundane characteristics of the 
threefold gunas, and, being freed from birth, death, old age and 


1 Gita, yii. 17, 18. 2 Ibid. xiv. * Ibi 
4 Ibid. vi. 31; also v. 18, 5 Ibid. xin. 78. E» E ue 
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sorrow, attains immortality. He knows that the worldly qualities 
of things, the guņas, are extraneous to his own spiritual nature, 
and by such thoughts he transcends the sphere of all worldly 
qualities and attains Brahmahood!. 

Apart from the caste-duties and other deeds that are to be 
performed without any attachment, the Gītā speaks again and 
again of sacrifices, tapas and gifts, as duties which cannot be ignored 
at any stage of our spiritual development. It is well worth pointing 
out that the Gītā blames the performance of sacrifices either for 
the attainment of selfish ends or for making a display of pomp 
or pride. The sacrifices are to be performed from a sense of duty 
and of public good, since it is only by the help of the sacrifices that 
the gods may be expected to bring down heavy showers, through 
which crops may grow in plenty. Physical tapas is described as 
the adoration of gods, Brahmins, teachers and wise men, as purity, 
sincerity, sex-continence and non-injury; tapas in speech is de- 
scribed as truthful and unoffending speech, which is both sweet 
to hear and for the good of all, and also study; mental tapas is 
described as serenity of mind (manah-prasada), happy temper 
(saumyatva), thoughtfulness (mauna), self-control (atma-vini- 
graha) and sincerity of mind; and the higher kind of tapas is 
to be performed without any idea of gain or the fulfilment of 
any ulterior end?. Gifts are to be made to good Brahmins in a 
holy place and at an auspicious time, merely from a sense of duty. 
"This idea that gifts are properly made only when they are made 
to good Brahmins at a holy time or place is very much more 
limited and restricted than the Mahayana idea of making gifts for 
the good of all, without the slightest restriction of any kind. ‘Thus 
it is said in the Siksā-samuccaya that a Bodhisattva need not be 
afraid among tigers and other wild animals in a wild forest, since 
the Bodhisattva has given his all for the good of all beings. He 
has therefore to think that, if the wild animals should eat him, 
this would only mean the giving his body to them, which would be 
the fulfilment of his virtue of universal charity. The Bodhisattvas 
take the vow of giving away their all in universal charity?. 

Thus the fundamental teaching of the Gita is to follow caste- 
duties without any motive of self-interest or the gratification of 
sense-desires. The other general duties of sacrifices, tapas and 


1 Gitd, XIV. 20, 23, 26. 2 Ibid. xvi. 11-17. 
© 3 Šiksā-samuccaya, eh. XIX, p. 349. 
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gifts are also to be practised by all and may hence be regarded in 
some sense as being equivalent to the sadharana-dharmas of the 
Vaisesika and Smrti literature. But, if caste-duties or customary 
duties come into conflict with the special duties of non-injury 
(ahimsa), then the caste-duties are to be followed in preference. 
It does not seem that any of the other special duties or virtues 
which are enjoined can come into conflict with the general caste- 
duties; for most of these are for the inner moral development, 
with which probably no caste-duties can come into conflict. But, 
though there is no express mandate of the Gita on the point, yet 
it may be presumed that, should a Südra think of performing 
sacrifices, tapas or gifts or the study of the Vedas, this would 
most certainly be opposed by the Gita, as it would be against the 
prescribed caste-duties. So, though non-injury is one of the 
special virtues enjoined by the Gita, yet, when a Ksattriya kills 
his enemies in open and free fight, that fight is itself to be re- 
garded as virtuous (dharmya) and there is for the Ksattriya no sin 
in the killing of his enemies. If a person dedicates all his actions 
to Brahman and performs his duties without attachment, then 
sinfulness in his actions cannot cleave to him, just as water 
cannot cleave to the leaves of a lotus Plant!, On the one hand 
the Gītā keeps clear of the ethics of the absolutist and meta- 
physical systems by urging the necessity of the performance of 
caste and customary duties, and yet enjoins the cultivation of the 
great virtues of renunciation, purity, sincerity, non-injury, self- 
control, sense-control and want of attachment as much as the 
absolutist systems would desire to do; on the other hand, it 
does not adopt any of the extreme and rigorous forms of self- 
discipline, as the Yoga does, or the practice of the virtues on an 
unlimited and universalist Scale, as the Buddhists did. It follows 
the middle course, strongly emphasizing the necessity of self- 
control, sense-control and detachment from all selfish ends and 
desires along with the performance of the normal duties. This 
detachment from sense-pleasures is to be attained either through 
wisdom or, preferably, through devotion to God. 


1 Gita, v. 10. 
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Analysis of Action. 


The consideration of the Gita ethics naturally brings in the 
problem of the analysis of the nature of action, volition and agent. 
The principal analysis of volition in Hindu Philosophy is to be 
found in the Nyāya-Vaišesika works. Prašastapāda divides animal 
activities into two classes, firstly, those that are of a reflex nature 
and originate automatically from life-functions ( jīvana-pūrvaka) 
and subserve useful ends (kām api artha-kriyām) for the organism, 
and, secondly, those conscious and voluntary actions that proceed 
out of desire or aversion, for the attainment of desirable ends and 
the avoidance of undesirable ones. Prabhākara holds that volitional 
actions depend on several factors, firstly, a general notion that 
something has to be done (kāryatā-jūāna), which Gangabhatta in 
his Bhātta-cintāmaņi explains as meaning not merely a general 
notion that a particular work can be done by the agent, but also the 
specific notion that an action must be done by him—a sense which 
can proceed only from a belief that the action would be useful to 
him and would not be sufficiently harmful to him to dissuade him 
from it. Secondly, there must be the belief that the agent has the 
power or capacity of performing the action (Arti-sadhyata-jfíana). 
This belief of krti-sadhyata-jnana leads to desire (cikirsa). The 
Prabhākaras do not introduce here the important factor that an 
action can be desired only if it is conducive to the good of the agent. 
Instead of this element they suppose that actions are desired when 
the agent identifies himself with the action as one to be accom- 
plished by him—an action is desired only as a kind of self- 
realization. The Nyaya, however, thinks that the fact that an action 
is conducive to good and not productive of serious mischief is an 
essential condition of its performance. } 

The Gītā seems to hold that everywhere actions are always 
being performed by the gunas or characteristic qualities of prakrti, 
the primal matter. It is through ignorance and false pride that 
one thinks himsélf to be the agent*. In another place it is said 
that for the óccurrence of an action there are five causes, viz. the 
body, the agent, the various sense-organs, the various life-functions 
and biomotor activities, and the unknown objective causal ele- 
ments or the all-controlling power of God (Zaiva)*. All actions 


1 Gita, III. 27 ; XIII. 29. 4 
anf adhisthanam tatha karta karanam ca prthag-vidham : 
vividhās ca prthak éesta daivam caivātra paticamam. Ibid. xvi. 14. 
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being due to the combined operation of these five elements, it 
would be wrong to think the self or the agent to be the only per- 
former of actions. This it is said that, this being so, he who thinks 
the self alone to be the agent of actions, this wicked-minded person 
through his misapplied intelligence does not see things properly!. 
Whatever actions are performed, right or wrong, whether in body, 
speech or mind, have these five factors as their causes?. The 
Philosophy that underlies the ethical position of the Gītā consists 
in the fact that, in reality, actions are made to happen primarily 
through the movement of the characteristic qualities of prakrti, 
and secondarily, through the collocation of the five factors men- 
tioned, among which the self is but one factor only. Itis, therefore, 
sheer egoism to think that one can, at his own sweet will, undertake 
a work or cease from doing works. For the prakrti, or primal 
matter, through its later evolutes, the collocation of causes, would 
of itself move us to act, and even in spite of the opposition of our 
will we are led to perform the very action which we did not want 
to perform. So Krsna says to Arjuna that the egoism through 
which you would say that you would not fight is mere false 
vanity, since the prakrti is bound to lead you to action?. A man 
is bound by the active tendencies or actions which necessarily 
follow directly from his own nature, and there is no escape. 
He has to work in spite of the opposition of his will. Prakrti, 
or the collocation of the five factors, moves us to work. That 
being so, no one can renounce all actions. If renouncing actions 
is an impossibility, and if one is bound to act, it is but proper 
that one should perform one's normal duties. 'There are no duties 
and no actions which are absolutely faultless, absolutely above all 
criticism; so the proper way in which a man should purify his 
actions is by purging his mind of all imperfections and impurities 
of desires and attachment. But a question may arise how, if all 
actions follow necessarily as the product of the five-fold colloca- 
tion, a person can determine his actions? The general implication 
of the Gītā seems to be that, though the action follows necessarily 
as the product of the fivefold collocation, yet the self can give a 
direction to these actions; if a man wishes to dissociate himself 
from all attachments and desires by dedicating the fruits of all 
his actions to God and clings to God with such a purpose, God 
helps him to attain his noble aim. 


1 Gita, xvm. 16. * Ibid. xviii. 15; > Ibid. XVIII. 59. 


xiv] Eschatology 517 


Eschatology. 


The Gita is probably the earliest document where a definite 
statement is made regarding the imperishable nature of existent 
things and the impossibility of that which is non-existent coming 
into being. It says that what is non-existent cannot come into 
being, and that what exists cannot cease to be. In modern times 
we hear of the principle of the conservation of energy and also of 
the principle of the conservation of mass. The principle of the 
conservation of energy is distinctly referred to in the Vyāsa-bhāsya 
on Patanjali-siitra, tv. 3, but the idea of the conservation of mass 
does not seem to have been mentioned definitely anywhere. Both 
the Vedāntist and the Samkhyist seem to base their philosophies on 
an ontological principle known as sat-kārya-vāda, which holds that 
the effect is already existent in the cause. The Vedanta holds that 
the effect as such is a mere appearance and has no true existence; 
the cause alone is truly existent. The Samkhya, on the other hand, 
holds that the effect is but a modification of the causal substance, 
and, as such, is not non-existent, but has no existence separate from 
the cause; the effect may therefore be said to exist in the cause 
before the starting of the causal operation (karana-vyapara). Both 
these systems strongly object to the Buddhist and Nyāya view that 
the effect came into being out of non-existence, a doctrine known. 
as a-sat-karya-vada. Both the Samkhya and the Vedanta tried to 
prove their theses, but neither of them seems to have realized that 
their doctrines are based upon an a priori proposition which is the 
basic principle underlying the principle of the conservation of 
energy and the conservation of mass, but which is difficult to be 
proved by reference to a posteriori illustration. Thus, the Sāmkhya 
says that the effect exists in the cause, since, had it not been 
so, there would be no reason why certain kinds of effects, e.g. 
oil, can be produced only from certain kinds of causes, e.g. 
sesamum. That certain kinds of effects are produced only from 
certain kinds of*causes does not really prove the doctrine of sat- 
karya-vada,but only implies it; for the doctrine of sat-kārya-vāda 
rests on an a priori principle such as that formulated in the Gita 
—that what exists cannot perish, and that what does not exist 
cannot come into being!, The Gita does not try to prove this pro- 
position, but takes it as a self-evident principle which no one could 


9 1 nāsato vidyate bhāuo nabhavo vidyate satah. Gità, 11. 16. 
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challenge. It does not, however, think of applying this prin- 
‘ciple, which underlies the ontological position of the Samkhya 
and the Vedanta, in a general way. It seems to apply the principle 
only to the nature of self (atman). Thus it says, "O Arjuna, 
that principle by which everything is pervaded is to be regarded 
as deathless; no one can destroy this imperishable one. The bodies 
that perish belong to the deathless eternal and unknowable self; 
therefore thou shouldst fight. He who thinks the self to be destruc- 
tible, and he who thinks it to be the destroyer, do not know that 
it can neither destroy nor be destroyed. It is neither born nor 
does it die, nor, being once what it is, would it ever be again.... 
Weapons cannot cut it, fire cannot burn it, water cannot dis- 
solve it and air cannot dry it." The immortality of self preached 
in the Gīžā seems to have been directly borrowed from the 
Upanisads, and the passages that describe it seem to breathe 
the spirit of the Upanisads not only in idea, but also in the 
modes and expressions. The ontological principle that what exists 
cannot die and that what is not cannot come into being does not 
seem to have been formulated in the Upanisads. Its formulation 
in the Gita in support of the principle of immortality seems, 
therefore, to be a distinct advance on the Upanisadic philosophy 
in this direction. 

The first argument urged by Krsņa to persuade Arjuna to 
fight was that the self was immortal and that it was the body only 
that could be injured or killed, and that therefore Arjuna need not 
feel troubled because he was going to kill his kinsmen in the battle 
of Kuruksetra. Upon the death of one body the self only changed 
to another, in which it was reborn, just as a man changed his old 
clothes for new ones. The body is always changing, and even in 
youth, middle age and old age, does not remain the same. The 
change at death is also a change of body, and so there is no 
intrinsic difference between the changes of the body at different 
stages of life and the ultimate change that is effected at death, 
when the old body is forsaken by the spirit and a new body is 
accepted. Our bodies are always changing, and, though the different 
stages in this growth in childhood, youth and old age represent 
comparatively small degrees of change, yet these ought to prepare 
our minds to realize the fact that death is also a similar change of 
body only and cannot, therefore, affect the unperturbed nature 
of the self, which, in spite of all changes of body at successive 
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births and rebirths, remains unchanged in itself, When one is born 
one must die, and when one dies one must be reborn. Birth 
necessarily implies death, and death necessarily implies rebirth. 
"There is no escape from this continually revolving cycle of birth 
and death. From Brahmā down to all living creatures there is 
a continuous rotation of birth, death and rebirth. In reply to 
Arjuna's questions as to what becomes of the man who, after 
proceeding a long way on the path of yoga, is somehow through 
his failings dislodged from it and dies, Krsna replies that no good 
work can be lost and a man who has been once on the path of 
right cannot suffer; so, when a man who was proceeding on the 
path of yoga is snatched away by the hand of death, he is born 
again in a family of pure and prosperous people or in a family 
of wise yogins; and in this new birth he is associated with his 
achievements in his last birth and begins anew his onward course 
of advancement, and the old practice of the previous birth carries 
him onward, without any effort on his part, in his new line of 
progress. By his continual efforts through many lives and the 
cumulative effects of the right endeavours of each life the yogin 
attains his final realization. Ordinarily the life of a man in each 
new birth depends upon the desires and ideas that he fixes upon 
at the time of his death. But those that think of God, the oldest 
instructor, the seer, the smallest of the small, the upholder of all, 
shining like the sun beyond all darkness, and fix their life-forces 
between their eyebrows, and control all the gates of their senses and 
their mind in their hearts, ultimately attain their highest realiza- 
tion in God. From the great Lord, the great unmanifested and 
incomprehensible Lord, proceeds the unmanifested (avyakta), 
from which come out all manifested things (vyaktayak sarvāļi), 
and in time again return to it and again evolve out of it. Thus 
there are two forms of the unmanifested (avyakta), the un- 
manifested out of which all the manifested things come, and the 
unmanifested which is the nature of the eternal Lord from whom the 
former come!. The ideas of deva-yana and pitr-yana, daksiņāyana 
and uttarayana, the black and the white courses as mentioned in 
the Upanisads, are also referred to in the Gita. Those who go 
through smoke in the new-moon fortnight and the later six months 
(when the sun is on the south of the equator), and thus take the black 
course, return again; but those who take the white course of fire 
: f Gītā, vii. 16-23. 
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in the full-moon fortnight and the former six months (when the 
sun is on the north of the equator) do not return again!. No very 
significant meaning can be made out of these doctrines. They 
seem to be but the perpetuation of the traditional faiths regarding 
the future courses of the dead, as referred to in the Chandogya 
Upanisad. The Gita, again, speaking of others, says that those 
who follow the sacrificial duties of the Vedas enjoy heavenly 
pleasures in heaven, and, when their merits are exhausted by the 
enjoyments of the good fruits of their actions, they come back to 
earth. Those who follow the path of desires and take to religious 
duties for the attainment of pleasures must always go to'heaven 
and come back again—they cannot escape this cycle of going and 
coming. Again, in the Gita, xv1. 19, Krsna says, *I make cruel 
vicious persons again and again take birth as ferocious animals.” 
The above summary of the eschatological views of the Gītā 
shows that it collects together the various traditionally accepted 
views regarding life after death without trying to harmonize 
them properly. Firstly, it may be noted that the Gita believes 
in the doctrine of karma. Thus in xv. 2 and in IV. 9 it is said 
that the world has grown on thé basis of karma, and the Gita 
believes that it is the bondage of karma that binds us to this world. 
The bondage of karma is due to the existence of attachment, 
passions and desires. But what does the bondage of karma lead 
to? The reply to such a question, as given by the Gita, is that 
it leads to rebirth. When one performs actions in accordance 
with the Vedic injunctions for the attainment of beneficial fruits, 
desire for such fruits and attachment to these desirable fruits is 
the bondage of karma, which naturally leads to rebirth. The pro- 
position definitely pronounced in the Gītā, that birth necessarily 
means death and death necessarily means birth, reminds us of the 
first part of the twelvefold causal chain of the Buddha—‘‘ What 
being, is there death? Birth being, there is death." It has already 
been noticed that the attitude of the Gītā towards Vedic per- 
formances is merely one of toleration and not one of encourage- 
ment. These are actions which are prompted by desires and, like 
all other actions similarly prompted, they entail with them the 
bonds of karma; and, as soon as the happy effects produced by the 
merits of these actions are enjoyed and lived through, the per- 
formers of these actions come down from heaven to the earth and 
* Gità, vin. 24-25. 1 
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are reborn and have to pass through the old ordeal of life. 'The 
idea that, there being birth, there is death, and that, if there is death 
there is-also rebirth, is the same in the Gita as in Buddhism; but 
the Gita form seems to be very much earlier than the Buddhistic 
form; for the Buddhistic form relates birth and death through a 
number of other causal links intimately connected together in an 
interdependent cycle, of which the Gita seems to be entirely 
ignorant. The Gita does not speak of any causal chain, such 
as could be conceived to be borrowed from Buddhism. It, of 
course, knows that attachment is the root of all vice; but it is only 
by implication that we can know that attachment leads to the 
bondage of karma and the bondage of karma to rebirth. The main 
purpose of the Gita is not to find out how one can tear asunder 
the bonds of karma and stop rebirth, but to prescribe the true 
rule of the performance of one’s duties. It speaks sometimes, no 
doubt, about cutting asunder the bonds of karma and attain- 
ing one’s highest; but instruction as regards the attainment of 
liberation or a description of the evils of this worldly life does 
not form any part of the content of the Gita. The Gita has no 
pessimistic tendency. It speaks of the necessary connection of 
birth and death not in order to show that life is sorrowful and 
not worth living, but to show that there is no cause of regret 
in such universal happenings as birth and death. The principal 
ideas are, no doubt, those of attachment, karma, birth, death and 
rebirth; but the idea of Buddhism is more complex and more 
systematized, and is therefore probably a later development at 
a time when the Gita discussions on the subject were known, 
The Buddhist doctrine that there is no self and no individual 
anywhere is just the opposite of the Gita doctrine of the immor- 
tality of the self. 

But the Gita speaks not only of rebirth, but also of the 
two courses, the path of smoke and the path of light, which are 
referred to in the Chandogya Upanisad'. The only difference 
between the Upanisad account and that of the Gita is that there 
are more détails in the Upanisad than in the Gita. But the idcas 
of deva-yāna and pitr-yana do not seem to fit in quite consistently 
with the idea of rebirth on earth. The Gita, however, combines 
the idea of rebirth on earth with the deva-yana-pitr-yana idea and 
also with the idea of ascent to heaven as an effect of the merits 


s 1 Chāndogya Upanişad, v. 10. 
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accruing from sacrificial performances. Thus the Gita combines 
the different trains of ideas just as it finds them traditionally 
accepted, without trying to harmonize them properly. It does not 
attempt to discuss the point regarding the power of karma in 
determining the nature of rebirths, enjoyments and sufferings. 
From some passages (IV. 9 or vI. 40-45) it might appear that the 
bonds of karma produced their effects independently by their own 
powers, and that the arrangement of the world is due to the effect 
of karma, But there are other passages (Xvi. 19) which indicate 
that karma does not produce its effects by itself, but that God 
rewards or punishes good and bad deeds by arranging good and 
bad births associated with joys and sorrows. In the Gita, v. 15, 
it is said that the idea of sins and virtues is due to ignorance, 
whereas, if we judge rightly, God does not take cognizance either 
of vices or of virtues, Here again there are two contradictory 
views of karma: one view it. which karma is regarded as the cause 
which brings about all inequalities in life, and another view which 
does not attribute any value to good or bad actions. The only way 
in which the two views can be reconciled in accordance with the 
spirit of the Gita is by holding that the Gita does not believe in 
the objective truth of virtue or vice (punya or papa). There is 


Since the actions themselves are neither good nor bad, the per- 
formance of even apparently sinful actions, such as the killing of 
one’s kinsmen on the battle-field, cannot be regarded as sinful, if 
they are done from a sense of duty; but the same actions would be 
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duties or duties of customary morality, then such actions, in spite 
of their bad consequences, would not be regarded as bad. 

Apart from these courses of rebirth and ascent to heaven, 
the last and best and ultimate course is described as being libera- 
tion, which transcends all that can be achieved by all kinds of 
merits attained by sacrifices, gifts or tapas. He who attains this 
highest achievement lives in God and is never born again!. The 
highest realization thus consists in being one with God, by which 
one escapes all sorrows. In the Gita liberation (moksa) means 
liberation from old age and death. 'T'his liberation can be attained 
by true philosophic knowledge of the nature of ksetra, or the 
mind-body whole, and the Asetra-jfia, the perceiving selves, or the 
nature of what is truly spiritual and what is non-spiritual, and by 
clinging to God as one's nearest and dearest?. This liberation from 
old age and death also means liberation from the ties of karma 
associated with us through the bonds of attachment, desires, etc. 
It does not come of itself, as the natural result of philosophic 
knowledge or of devotion to God; but God, as the liberator, grants 
it to the wise and to those who cling to Him through devotion’. 
But whether it be achieved as the result of philosophic knowledge 
or as the result of devotion to God, the moral elevation, con- 
sisting of dissociation from attachment and the right performance 
of duties in an unattached manner, is indispensable. 


God and Man. 


The earliest and most recondite treatment regarding the nature 
and existence of God and His relation to man is to be found in 
the Gita, The starting-point of the Gita theism may be traced as 
far back as the Purusa-sūkta, where it is said that the one quarter 
of the purusa has spread out as the cosmic universe and its 
living beings, while its other three-quarters are in the immortal 
heavens‘. This passage is repeated in Chandogya, 111. 12. 6 and in 
Maitrāyaņī, v1. 4, where it is said that the three-quarter Brahman 
sits root upward above (Zrdhva-mülam tripad Brahma). This idea, 
in a slightly modified form, appears in the Katha Upanisad, 
vi. 1, where it is said that this universe is the eternal Asvattha 

1 Gītā, vii. 28; IX. 4. > Ibid. vit. 29; XIII. 34- 3 Ibid. xviii. 66. 
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tree which has its root high up and its branches downwards 
(ūrdhva-mūlo "vak-sakhah). The Gita borrows this idea and says, 
“This is called the eternal Agvattha (pipul tree) with its roots high 
up and branches downwards, the leaves of which are the Vedas; 
and he who knows this, he knows the Vedas” (Xv. 1). Again it is 
said, “Tts branches spread high and low, its leaves of sense-objects 
are nourished by the gunas, its roots are spread downwards, tied 
with the knots of karma, the human world” (xv. 2); and in the 
next verse, it is said, “ In this world its true nature is not perceived; 
its beginning, its end, and the nature of its subsistence, remain 
unknown; it is only by cutting this firmly rooted Agvattha tree 
with the strong axe of unattachment (asanga-sastrena) that one has 
to seek that state from which, when once achieved, no one returns.” 
It is clear from the above three passages that the Gita has elabo- 
rated here the simile of the Ašvattha tree of the Katha Upanisad. 
The Gita accepts this simile of God, but elaborates it by supposing 
that these branches have further leaves and other roots, which take 
their sap from the ground of human beings, to which they are 
attached by’ the knots of karma. This means a duplication of the 
A$vattha tree, the main and the subsidiary. The subsidiary one is 
an overgrowth, which has proceeded out of the main one and 
has to be cut into Pieces before one can reach that. The principal 
idea underlying this simile throws a flood of light on the Gita 
conception of God, which is an elaboration of the idea of the 
Purusa-sūkta passage already referred to. God is not only im- 
manent, but transcendent as well. The immanent part, which forms 
the cosmic universe, is no illusion or māyā: it is an .emanation, 
a development, from God. The good and the evil, the moral and 
the immoral of this world, are all from Him and in Him. The 
Stuff of this world and its manifestations have their basis, an 
essence, in Him, and are upheld by Him. 'The transcendent part, 
Which may be said to be the root high up, and the basis of all 
that has grown in this lower world, is itself the differenceless 


the absolute essence, yet God in His Super-personality transcends 
even Brahman, in the sense that Brahman, however great it may 


God. The cosmic universe, the gunas, the purusas, the mind- 
structure composed of buddhi, ahamkara, etc., and the Brahman, 
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are all constituents of God, having their separate functions and 
mental relations; but God in His super-personality transcends them 
all and upholds them all. There is, however, one important point 
in which the Gita differs from the Upanisads—this is, its intro- 
duction of the idea that God takes birth on earth as man. Thus in 
the Gita, 1v. 6 and 1v. 7, it is said that “whenever there is a dis- 
turbance of dharma and the rise of adharma, Y create myself; 
though I am unborn, of immortal self and the lord of all beings, 
yet by virtue of my own nature (prakrti) I take birth through my 
own maya (blinding power of the gunas).” This doctrine of the 
incarnation of God, though not dealt with in any of the purely 
speculative systems, yet forms the corner-stone of most systems of 
religious philosophy and religion, and the Gītā is probably the 
earliest work available to us in which this doctrine is found. The 
effect of its introduction and of the dialogue form of the Gita, in 
which the man-god Krsna instructs Arjuna in the philosophy of 
life and conduct, is that the instruction regarding the personality 
of God becomes concrete and living. As will be evident in the 
course of this section, the Gita is not a treatise of systematic 
philosophy, but a practical course of introduction to life and 
conduct, conveyed by God Himself in the form of Krsna to His 
devotee, Arjuna. In the Gita abstract philosophy melts down 
to an insight into the nature of practical life and conduct, as 
discussed with all the intimacy of the personal relation between 
Krsna and Arjuna, which suggests a similar personal relation 
between God and man. For the God in the Gita is not a God of 
abstract philosophy or theology, but a God who could be a man 
and be capable of all personal relations. 1 

The all-pervasive nature of God and the fact that He is the 
essence and upholder of all things in the world is again and 
again in various ways emphasized in the Gita. Thus Krsna says, 
“There is nothing greater than I, all things are held in me, 
like pearls in the thread of a pearl garland; I am the liquidity in 


„water, the light of the sun and the moon, manhood (paurusa) 


in man; good smell in earth, the heat of the sun, intelligence in 
the intelligent, heroism in the heroes, strength in the strong, we 
I am also the desires which do not transgress the path of virtue. 

Again, it is said that “in my unmanifested (avyakta) form I 
pervade the whole world; all beings exist completely in me, but 


4 Gītā, vil. 7-11. 
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I am not exhausted in them; Yet so do I transcend them that none 
of the beings exist in me—I am the upholder of all beings, I do 
not exist in them and yet I am their Procreator'.” In both these 
passages the riddle of God's relation with man, by which He 
exists in us and yet does not exist in us and is not limited by us, 
is explained by the fact of the threefold nature of God; there is 
a part of Him which has been manifested as inanimate nature and 
also as the animate world of living beings. It is with reference to 
this all-pervasive nature of God that it is said that **as the air in 
the sky pervades the whole world, so are all beings in ‘me’ (God). 
At the end of each cycle (kalpa) all beings enter into my nature 
(prakrtim yanti mamikam), and again at the beginning of a cycle I 
create them. I create again and again through my nature ( prakrti); 
the totality of all living beings is helplessly dependent on prakrti2.”’ 
The three prakrtis have already been referred to in the previous 
sections—prakrti of God as cosmic matter, prakrti as the nature 
of God from which all life and spirit have emanated, and prakrti 
as maya, or the power of God from which the three gunas have 
emanated. It is with reference to the operation of these prakrtis 
that the cosmic world and the world of life and spirit may be 
Said to be existent in God. But there is the other form of God, 
as the transcendent Brahman, and, so far as this form is con- 
cerned, God transcends the sphere of the universe of matter and 
life. But in another aspect of God, in His totality and super- 
Personality, He remains unexhausted in all, and the creator and 
upholder of all, though it is out of a Part of Him that the world 
has come into being. The aspect of God's identity with, and the 
aspect of His transcendence and nature as the father, mother and 
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said, ** The sun, the moon and fire do not illuminate it—it is my 
final abode, from which, when once achieved, no one returns!.” 
And again, immediately after, it is said, “ It is my part that forms 
the eternal soul-principle (jiva-bhata) in the living, which attracts 
the five senses and the manas which lie buried in prakrti, and 
which takes the body and goes out of it with the six senses, just 
as air takes out fragrance from the flowers?.” And then God is 
said to be the controlling agent of all operations in this world. 
Thus it is said, “By my energy I uphold the world and all 
living beings and fill all crops with their specific juices; as fire in 
the bodies of living beings, and aided by the biomotor prana 
functions, I digest the four kinds of food; I am the light in the 
sun, the moon and fire.” Again it is said, “I reside in the hearts 
of all; knowledge, forgetfulness and memory all come from me; 
I alone am to be known by the Vedas; I alone know the Vedas, 
and I alone am the author of the Vedanta?." From these examples 
it is evident that the Gita does not know that pantheism and deism 
and theism cannot well be jumbled up into one as a consistent 
philosophic creed. And it does not attempt to answer any objec- 
tions that may be made against the combination of such opposite 
views. The Gītā not only asserts that all is God, but it also 
again and again repeats that God transcends all and is simul- 
taneously transcendent and immanent in the world. The answer 
apparently implied in the Gia to all objections to the apparently 
different views of the nature of God is that transcendentalism, 
immanentalism and pantheism lose their distinctive and opposite 
characters in the melting whole of the super-personality of God. 
Sometimes in the same passage, and sometimes in passages of the 
same context, the Gita talks in a pantheistic, a transcendental or 
a theistic vein, and this seems to imply that there is no contra- 
diction in the different aspects of God as preserver and controller 
of the world, as the substance of the world, life and soul, and 
as the transcendent substratum underlying them all. In order 
to emphasize thé fact that all that exists and all that is worthy 
of existence’or all that has a superlative existence in good or 
bad are God's manifestation, the Gia is never tired of repeating 
that whatever is highest, best or even worst in things is God or 

1 Gità, xv. 6. 2M 

* Ibid. xv. 7 and 8. It is curious that here the word Igvara is used as an 
epithet of jīva. 

2? Wid. xv. 8, 12, 13, 14, 15.” 
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God's manifestation. Thus it is said, ‘I am the gambling of 
dice in all deceptive operations, I am victory in all endeavours, 
heroism of the heroes and the moral qualities (sattva) of all 
moral men (sattvavatām)”; and after enumerating a number of 
such instances Krsna says that, wherever there are special gifts 
or powers or excellence of any kind, they are to be regarded 
as the special manifestation of God!. The idea that God holds 
within Himself the entire manifold universe is graphically em- 
phasized in a fabulous form, when Krsna gives Arjuna the 
divine eye of wisdom and Arjuna sees Krsna in his resplendent 
divine form, shining as thousands of suns burning together, with 
thousands of eyes, faces and ornaments, pervading the heavens 
and the earth, with neither beginning nor end, as the great cosmic 
person into whose mouths all the great heroes of Kuruksetra field 
had entered, like rivers into the ocean. Krsna, after showing 
Arjuna his universal form, says, *I am time (kāla), the great 
destroyer of the world, and I am engaged in collecting the harvest 
of human lives, and all that will die in this great battle of Kuruk- 
setra have already been killed by me; you will be merely an instru- 
ment in this great destruction of the mighty battle of Kuruksetra. 
So you can fight, destroy your enemies, attain fame and enjoy the 
sovereignty without any compunction that you have destroyed the 
lives of your kinsmen.” 

The main purport of the Gita view of God seems to be that 
ultimately there is no responsibility for good or evil and that good 
and evil, high and low, great and small have all emerged from 
God and are upheld in Him. When a man understands the nature 
and reality of his own self and its agency, and his relation with 
God, both in his transcendent and cosmic nature, and the universe 
around him and the gunas of attachment, etc., which bind him to 
his worldly desires, he is said to have the true knowledge. There 
is no opposition between the path of this true knowledge (jfana- 
yoga) and the path of duties; for true knowledge supports and is 
supported by right performance of duties. The path of knowledge 
is praised in the Gia in several passages. Thus it is said, that just 
as fire burns up the wood, so does knowledge reduce all actions 
to ashes. There is nothing so pure as knowledge. He who has 
true faith is attached to God, and he who has controlled his senses, 
attains knowledge, and having attained it, secures peace. He who 

1 Gītā, x. 36-41. E 


XIV] God and Man 529 


is foolish, an unbeliever, and full of doubts, is destroyed. He who 
is always doubting has neither this world, nor the other, nor does 
he enjoy any happiness. Even the worst sinner can hope to cross 
the sea of sins in the boat of knowledge". In the Giza, 1v. 42, 
Krsna says to Arjuna, “ Therefore, having destroyed the ignorance 
of your heart by the sword of knowledge, and having cut asunder 
all doubts, raise yourself up.” But what is this knowledge? In 
the Gita, Iv. 36, in the same context, this knowledge is defined 
to be that view of things by which all beings are perceived in this 
self or God. The true knowledge of God destroys all karma in the 
sense that he who has perceived and realized the true nature of 
all things in God cannot be attached to his passions and desires 
as an ignorant man would be. In another passage, already referred 
to, it is said that the roots of the worldly Agvattha tree are to be 
cut by the sword of unattachment. The confusion into which 
Arjuna falls in the Gita, 111. 1 and 2, regarding the relative excellence 
of the path of karma and the path of knowledge is wholly unfounded. 
Krsna points out in the Gia, 111. 3, that there are two paths, the path 
of knowledge and the path of duties ( jitāna-yoga and karma-yoga). 
The confusion had arisen from the fact that Krsna had described 
the immortality of soul and the undesirability of Vedic actions 
done with a motive, and had also asked Arjuna to fight and yet 
remain unattached and perform his duty for the sake of duty. 
The purpose of the Gita was to bring about a reconciliation 
between these two paths, and to show that the path of knowledge 
leads to the path of duties by liberating it from the bonds of 
attachment; for all attachment is due to ignorance, and ignorance 
is removed by true knowledge. But the true knowledge of God 
may be of a twofold nature. One may attain a knowledge of 
God in His transcendence as Brahman, and attain the philosophic 
wisdom of the foundation of all things in Brahman as the ultimate 
substance and source of all manifestation and appearance. There 
is another way of clinging to God as a super-person, in a personal 
relation of intimācy, friendship and dependence. The Gita admits 
that both thése ways may lead us to the attainment of our highest 
realization. But it is the latter which the Gita prefers and considers 
easier. Thus the Gita says (x11. 3-5) that those who adore the in- 
definable, unchangeable, omnipresent, unthinkable, and the un- 
manifested, controlling all their senses, with equal eyes for all 
J 1l Gītā, IV. 37-41. 
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and engaged in the good of all, by this course attain Him. Those 
who fix their mind on the unmanifested (avyakta) find this course 
very hard. But those who dedicate all their actions to God and, 
clinging to Him as their only support, are devoted to Him in 
constant communion, them He saves soon from the sea of death 
and rebirth!, 

The most important point in which the Gita differs from the 
Upanisads is that the Gita very strongly emphasizes the fact that 
the best course for attaining our highest realization is to dedicate 
all our actions to God, to cling to Him as our nearest and dearest, 
and always to be in communion with Him. The Gītā draws many 
of its ideas from the Upanisads and looks to them with respect. 
It accepts the idea of Brahman as a part of the essence of God, 
and agrees that those who fix their mind on Brahman as their 
ideal also attain the high ideal of realizing God. But this is only 
a compromise ; for the Gita emphasizes the necessity of a personal 
relation with God, whom we can love and adore. The beginning 
of our association with God must be made by dedicating the fruits 
of all our actions to God, by being a friend of all and sympathetic 
to all, by being self-controlled, the same in sorrow or happiness, 
self-contented, and in a state of perfect equanimity and equili- 
brium. It is through such a moral elevation that a man becomes 
apt in steadying his mind on God and ultimately in fixing his mind 
on God. Inthe Gita Krsna as God asks Arjuna to give up all 
ceremonials or religious courses and to cling to God as the only 
protector, and He promises that because of that God will liberate 
him?. Again, it is said that it is by devotion that a man knows 
what Godisin reality and, thus knowing Him truly as He is, enters 
into Him. It is by seeking entire protection in God that one can 
attain his eternal state’, 

But, though in order to attain the height at which it is possible 
to fix one’s mind on God, one should first acquire the preliminary 
qualification of detaching oneself from the bonds of passions and 
desires, yet it is sometimes possible to reverse the situation. The 
Gita thus holds that those whose minds and souls are full of God's 
love, who delight in constantly talking and thinking of God and 
always adore God with love, are dear to Him, and God, through 
His great mercy and kindness, grants them the proper wisdom and 
destroys the darkness of their ignorance by the light of knowledge’. 
* Gitd, x11.6,7. ? Ibid. xvut.66, 3 Ibid. wit. 55, 62. — * Ibid. x) 9-11. 
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In the Gita, xvii. 57-58, Krsna as God asks Arjuna to leave all 
fruits of actions to God and to fill his mind with God, and He 
assures him that He will then, by His divine grace, save him 
from all sorrows, troubles or difficulties. Again, in 1x. 30-32 it is 
said that, even if a man is extremely wicked, if he adores God 
devotedly, he becomes a saint; for he has adopted the right 
course, and he soon becomes religious and attains eternal peace 
of mind. Even sinners, women, Vaišyas and Šūdras who cling 
to God for support, are emancipated. Krsna as God assures Arjuna 
that a devotee (bhakta) of God can never be lost. If a man clings 
to God, no matter whether he has understood Him rightly or not, 
no matter whether he has taken the right course of approaching 
Him or not, God accepts him in whichever way he clings to Him. 
No one can be lost. In whichever way one may be seeking God, one 
is always in God’s path*. If a man, prompted by diverse desires, 
takes to wrong gods, then even unto those gods God grants him 
true devotion, with which he follows his worship of those gods, 
and, even through such worship, grants him his desires*. God 
is the Lord of all and the friend of all beings. It is only great- 
souled men who with complete constancy of mind worship God, 
and with firm devotion repeat the name of God, and, being always 
in communion with Him, adore Him with devotion. God is easily 
accessible to those who always think of God with inalienable 
attachment, In another passage (VII. 16, 17) it is said that there 
are four classes of people who adore God: those who are enquiring, 
those who are in trouble, those who wish to attain some desired 
things, and those who are wise. Of these the wise ( jnanin), who 
are always in communion with Him and who are devoted to Him 
alone, are superior; the wise are dear to Him and He is dear to 
them. In this passage it has been suggested that true wisdom 
consists in the habit of living in communion with God and in 
being in constant devotion to God. The path of bhakti, or devotion, 
is thus praised in the Gita as being the best. For the Gita 
holds that, evert if a man cannot proceed in the normal path of 
self-elevatioh and detach himself from passions and desires and 
establish himself in equanimity, he may still, simply by clinging 
to God and by firm devotion to Him, bring himself within the 
sphere of His grace, and by grace alone acquire true wisdom and 
1 Gītā, IX. 30-32. 2 Ibid. 1V. 11. 


* > Ibid. vi1. 20-22. e 4 bid. Vv. 13—15; V. 29; VIL. 14. 
34-2 
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achieve that moral elevation, with little or no struggle, which is 
attained with so much difficulty by others. The path of bhakti is 
thus introduced in the Gita, for the first time, as an independent 
path side by side with the path of wisdom and knowledge of the 
Upanisads and with the path of austere self-discipline. Moral 
elevation, self-control, etc. are indeed regarded as an indispensable 
preliminary to any kind of true self-realization. But the advantage 
of the path of devotion (bhakti) consists in this, that, while some 
seekers have to work hard on the path of self-control and austere 
self-discipline, either by constant practice or by the aid of philo- 
sophic wisdom, the devotee makes an easy ascent to a high eleva- 
tion—not because he is more energetic and better equipped than 
his fellow-workers in other paths, but because he has resigned 
himself completely to God; and God, being pleased with his 
devotees who cling fast to Him and know nothing else, grants 
them wisdom and raises them up through higher and higher stages 
of self-elevation, self-realization and bliss. Arjuna treated Krsna, 
the incarnation of God on earth, as his friend, and Krsna in the 
róle of God exhorted him to depend entirely on Him and assured 
him that He would liberate him—He was asking him to give up 
everything else and cling to Him as his only support. The Gita 
lays down for the first time the corner-stone of the teachings of 
the Bhagavata-purana and of the later systems of Vaisnava thought, 
which elaborated the theory of bhakti and described it as the 
principal method of self-elevation and self-realization. 


consists in the fact that, as, on the one hand, God is contemplated 
by His devotees in the intimate personal relation of a father, 
teacher, master and friend, with a full consciousness of His divinity 
and His nature as the substratum and the upholder of the entire 


the great deity, with a physical, adorable form, whom’ the devotee 
can worship not only mentally and spiritually, but also externally, 
with holy offerings of flowers and leaves. The transcendent God 
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God incarnated Himself. The Gītā combines together different 
conceptions of God without feeling the necessity of reconciling 
the oppositions or contradictions involved in them. It does not 
seem to be aware of the philosophical difficulty of combining the 
concept of God as the unmanifested, differenceless entity with 
the notion of Him as the super-person Who incarnates Himself on 
earth in the human form and behaves in the human manner. It 
is not aware of the difficulty that, if all good and evil should 
have emanated from God, and if there be ultimately no moral re- 
sponsibility, and if everything in the world should have the same 
place in God, there is no reason why God should trouble to 
incarnate Himself as man, when there is a disturbance of the 
Vedic dharma. If God is impartial to all, and if He is absolutely 
unperturbed, why should He favour the man who clings to Him, 
and why, for his sake, overrule the world-order of events and 
in his favour suspend the law of karma? It is only by constant 
endeavours and practice that one can cut asunder the bonds of 
karma. Why should it be made so easy for even a wicked man 
who clings to God to release himself from the bonds of attachment 
and karma, without any effort on his part? Again, the Gita does 
not attempt to reconcile the disparate parts which constitute the 
complex super-personality of God. How are the unmanifested or 
avyakta part as Brahman, the avyakta partasthecosmic substratum 
of the universe, the prakrti part as the producer of the gunas, 
and the prakrti part as the jīvas or individual selves, to be com- 
bined and melted together to form a complex personality ? If the 
unmanifested nature is the ultimate abode (param dhama) of God, 
how can God as a person, who cannot be regarded as a mani- 
festation of this ultimate reality, be considered to be transcendent? 
How can there be a relation between God as a person and His 
diverse nature as the cosmic universe, jiva and the gunas? In a 
system like that of Sankara Brahman and lévara, one and the 
many could be, combined together in one scheme, by holding 
Brahman ag real and Īsvara and the many as unreal and illusory, 
produced by reflection of Brahman in the maya, the principle of 
illusoriness. But, howsoever Sankara might interpret the Gia, it 
does not seem that it considered Igvara or the world as in the 
least degree illusory. In the Upanisads also the notion of Īsvara 
and the notion of Brahman are sometimes found side by side. As 
regatds God as Igvara, thé Gita not only does not think him to be 
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illusory, but considers him the highest truth and reality. Thus 
there is no way of escaping from any of the categories of reality — 
the two avyaktas, prakrti, jīva and the super-personality of I$vara 
comprehending and transcending them all. The concepts of 
Brahman, jiva, the unmanifested category from which the world 
proceeds, and the guņas are all found in the Upanisads in passages 
which are probably mostly unrelated. But the Gi/z seems to 
take them all together, and to consider them as constituents of 
Īsvara, which are also upheld by Him in His superior form, in 
which He transcends and controls them all. In the Upanisads the 
doctrine of bhakti can hardly be found, though here and there 
faint traces of it may be perceived. If the Upanisads ever speak 
of Igvara, it is only to show His great majesty, power and glory, 
as the controller and upholder of all. But the Gita is steeped in 
the mystic consciousness of an intimate personal relation with 
God, not only as the majestic super-person, but as a friend who 
incarnates Himself for the good of man and shares his joys and 
Sorrows with him, and to whom a man could cling for support in 
troubles and difficulties and even appeal for earthly goods. He is the 
great teacher, with whom one can associate oneself for acquisition 
of wisdom and the light of knowledge. But He could be more 
than all this. He could be the dearest of the dear and the nearest 
of the near, and could be felt as being so intimate, that a man 
could live simply for the joy of his love for Him; he could cling 


come into fashion, The Gītā, therefore, is not to be looked upon asa 
properly schemed system of Philosophy, but as a manual Of right 
conduct and right perspective of things iñ the light of a mystical ap- 
proach to God in self-resignation, devotion, friendship and humility. 
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Visnu, Vāsudeva and Krsna. 


Visņu, Bhagavat, Narayana, Hari and Krsna are often used 
in a large section of Indian religious literature as synonymous 
names of the supreme lord. Of these Visnu is an important 
god of the Rg-Veda, who is one of the adityas and who makes 
three strides in the sky, probably as he manifests himself in 
the eastern horizon, as he rises to the zenith and as he sets in 
the west. He is also represented in the Rg-Veda as a great fighter 
and an ally of Indra. It is further said that he has two earthly steps 
and another higher step which is known only to himself. But in 
the Rg-Veda Visnu is certainly inferior to Indra, with whom he 
was often associated, as is evident from such names as Indrā-visņu 
(R.V. IV. 55. 43 VII. 99. 5; VIII. IO. 2, etc.). According to later 
tradition Visnu was the youngest, the twelfth of the adityas, 
though he was superior to them all in good qualities’. His three 
steps in the Rg-Vedic allusion have been explained in the Nirukta as 
referring to the three stages of the sun’s progress in the morning, 
at midday and at evening. One of the names of Visnu in the 
Rg-Veda is Sipivista, which Durgacarya explains as “surrounded 
with the early rays” (sipi-samjnair bala-rasmibhir āvista)*. Again, 
the sage praises Visnu in the Rg-Veda in the following terms: ‘‘I, 
a master of hymns and knowing the sacred customs, to-day praise 
that name of thine, Sipivista. I, who am weak, glorify thee, who 
art mighty and dwellest beyond this world?." All this shows that 
Visnu was regarded as the sun, or endowed with the qualities of 
the sun. The fact that Visnu was regarded as dwelling beyond this 
world is probably one of the earliest signs of his gradually in- 
creasing superiority. For the next stage one must turn to the 
Satapatha-brahmana. In 1. 2. 4 of that work it is said that the 
demons (asura) and the gods were vying with one another; 
the gods were falling behind, and the demons were trying to dis- 
tribute the world among themselves; the gods followed them, 
making Vignu the sacrifice as their leader (te yajfiam eva Visnum 
puraskrtyeyuh), and desired their own shares; the demons felt 
jealous and said that they could give only so much ground as would 

x Ekādašas tatha Tvastā dvādašo Visnur ucyate 

jaghanyajas tu sarvesam ādityānām gunadhikah. P 
Mahā-bhārata, 1. 65. 16. Calcutta, Bangavasi Press, second Gs, 1908. 


2oNirukta, V. 9. Bombay edition, 1918. 4 3 
3 Rg-Veda, vi. 100. 5, translated by Dr L. Sarup, guoted in Nirukta, 


v.8. 
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be occupied by Visnu when he lay down, Visnu being a dwarf 
(vāmano ha Visnur asa). The gods felt dissatisfied at this, and 
they approached him with various mantras and in consequence 
attained the whole world. Again, in XIV. 1 of the same work, 
Kuruksetra is referred to as being the place of the sacrificial per- 
formances of the gods, and it is said there that in industry, rigorism 
(tapas), faith, etc. Visnu was the best of all gods and was regarded 
as being superior to them all (tasmād āhur Visņur devānām 
Sresthah), and was himself the sacrifice. Again, in Taittiriya- 
samhitā, 1. 7. 5. 4, in Vājasaneyi-samhitā, 1. 30; 1I. 6. 8; v. 21, 
in Atharva-Veda, v. 26. 73 VIII. 5. 10, etc., Visnu is referred to 
as the chief of the gods (Visnu-mukha devā). Again, Visnu as 
Sacrifice attained unlimited fame. Once he was resting his head 
on the end of his bow; and, when some ants, perceiving that, 
said, “ How should we be rewarded, if we could gnaw the strings 
of the bow," the gods said that they would then be rewarded with 
food; and so the ants gnawed away the strings, and, as the two 
ends of the bow Sprang apart, Visnu's head was torn from his 
body and became the sun!, This story not only shows the con- 
nection of Visnu with the sun, but also suggests that the later 
Story of Krsna’s being shot with an arrow by an archer originated 
from the legend of Visnu's being killed by the flying ends of his 
bow. The place of Visņu (Visnu-pada) means the zenith, as the 
highest place of the sun, and it is probable that the idea of the 
zenith being the place of Visnu led also to the idea that Visnu 
had a superior place transcending everything, which was, how- 


; Satapatha-brahmana, XIV. I. 
tad Visņoh baramam padam sadā ti dir di 
VIC haa Of the daily r tee dk liviva caksur atatam. 
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Again, itis wellknown that the supreme man, or purusa, is praised 
in very high terms in the man-hymn (Purusa-sūkta) of the Rg-Veda, 
X. 9o, where it is said that purusa is all that we see, what is past 
and what is future, and that everything has come out of him; the 
gods performed sacrifice with him with the oblations of the seasons, 
and out of this sacrifice purusa was first born, and then the gods 
and all living beings; the various castes were born out of him; the 
sky, the heavens and the earth have all come out of him; he is the 
creator and upholder of all; it is by knowing him that one attains 
immortality; there is no other way of salvation. It is curious that 
there should be aword nara@yana, similar in meaning (etymologically 
nara + phak,born in the race or lineage of man) to purusa, which 
was also used to mean the supreme being and identified with 
purusa and Visņu. In Satapatha-brahmana, XIV. 3. 4, purusa 
is identified with nara@yana (purusam ha narayanam Prajapatir 
uvāca). Again, in Satapatha-brahmana, xi. 6. 1, the idea of 
the purusa-sūkta is further extended, and the purusa narayana is 
said to have performed the pafica-ratra sacrifice (paficaratram ya- 
jfia-kratum) and thereby transcended everything and become every- 
thing. This pafica-ratra sacrifice involves the (spiritual) sacrifice of 
purusa (purusa-medho yajfa-kratur bhavati, xm. 6. 7). The five 
kinds of sacrifice, five kinds of animals, the year with the five kinds 
of seasons, the five kinds of indwelling entities (pafica-vidham 
adhyātmam) can all be attained by the paūca-rātra sacrifices. 
The sacrifice was continued for five days, and the Vedic habit of 
figurative thinking associated each of the days of the sacrifice with 
various kinds of desirable things, so that the five-day sacrifice - 
was considered to lead to many things which are fivefold in 
their nature. The reference to the five kinds of indwelling en- 
tities soon produced the pañca-rātra doctrine of the manifestation 
of God in various modes as the external deity of worship (arcā), 
inner controller (antar-yāmin), as various manifestations of His 
lordly power (vibhava), as successive deity-forms in intimate 
association as vyūka and as the highest God (para). This idea is 
also found in the later Panca-ratra scriptures, such as Ahirbudhnya- 
samhitā (1. 1) and the like, where God is described as having his 
highest form along with the vyūka forms. Purusa is thus identified 
with narayana, who, by sacrifice of purusa (purusa-medha), became 
all this world. The etymological definition of nārāyaņa as “ one who 
has descended from man (nara),” as herein suggested in accordance 
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with Panini, rv. 1. 99, is not, however, accepted everywhere. Thus 
Manu, 1. 10, derives narayana from mara, meaning “water,” and 
ayana, meaning *'abode," and nara (water), again, is explained 
as “that which has descended from nara,” or supreme man}, 
The Maha-bharata, 111. 12,952 and 15,819 and XII. 13,168, accepts 
Manu’s derivation; but in v. 2568 it says that the supreme God 
is called nardyana because he is also the refuge of men?. The 
Taittirtya-Aranyaka, x. 1. 6, identifies nar@yana with Vasudeva 
and Visnu?. It may be suggested in this connection that even 
the Upanisad doctrine of the self as the supreme reality is prob- 
ably a development of this type of ideas which regarded man as 
supreme God. The word purusa is very frequently used in the 
Upanisads in the sense of man, as well as in that of the highest 
being or supreme reality. In the Maha-bharata nara and narayana 
are referred to as being the forms of the supreme lord. Thus 
it is said, “The four-faced Brahmā, capable of being under- 
Stood only with the aid of the niruktas, joined his hands and, 
addressing Rudra, said, “Let good happen to the three worlds. 
"Throw down thy weapons, O lord of the universe, from desire of 
benefiting the universe. That which is indestructible, immutable, 
Supreme, the origin of the universe, uniform and the supreme 
actor, that which transcends all pairs of opposites and is inactive, 
has, choosing to be displayed, been pleased to assume this one 
blessed form (for, though double, the two represent but one and 
the same form). This nara and narayana (the displayed forms of 
Supreme Brahman) have taken birth in the race of dharma. The 
foremost of all deities, these two are observers of the highest vows 
and endued with the severest penances. Through some reason best 
known to Him I myself have sprung from the attribute of His 
Grace Eternal, as thou hast; for, though thou hast ever existed since 
all the pure Creations, thou too hast sprung from His Wrath. With 


. tà yad asyayanam būrvam tena nārāyaņah smrtah. Manu, 1. 10. 

Water is called nāra; water is produced from man, and, since he rested in 

water in the beginning, he is called naráyana, Kullüka, in explaining this, says 
that nara, or man, here means the Supreme self, or Brahman. i 


* Nārāyaņāya vidmahe vasudeva: nahi i à 
. 2 yan ās iva dkīmahi tan no Visnuh pracodayāt. 
Taittirīya Aranyaka, p. 700. Anandagrama Press, Poona, 1898. : "ed 
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the worlds without any delay!.” In the succeeding chapter (i.e. 
Mahā-bhārata, Santi-parva, 343) nara and narayana are described 
as being two foremost of sages (rsi) and two ancient deities engaged 
in the practice of penances, observing high vows and depending 
upon their own selves and transcending the very sun in energy. 
The word bhagavat in the sense of blissful and happy is a very 
old one and is used in the Rg-Veda, 1. 164. 40; VII. 41. 4; X. 60. 12 
and in the Atharva-Veda, 11. 10. 2; V. 31. 11, etc. But in the 
Mahā-bhārata and other such early literature it came to denote 
Visnu or Vāsudeva, and the word bhāgavata denoted the religious 
sect which regarded Visnu as Nārāyaņa or Vasudeva as their 
supreme god. The Pali canonical work Niddesa refers to various 
superstitious religious sects, among which it mentions the followers 
of Vāsudeva, Baladeva, Puņņabhadda, Manibhadda, Aggi, Nāga, 
Suparņa, Yakkha, Asura, Gandhabba, Mahārāja, Canda, Suriya, 
Inda, Brahmā, dog, crow, cow, etc. It is easy to understand why 
a Buddhist work should regard the worship of Vāsudeva as being 
of a very low type; but at any rate it proves that the worship of 
Vasudeva was prevalent during the period when the Niddesa was 
codified. Again, in commenting upon Panini, IV. 3. 98 (Vasudevar- 
junabhyam vun), Pataūjali points out that the word Vasudeva here 
does not denote the Vasudeva who was the son of Vasudeva of the 
Ksattriya race of Vrsnis, since, had it been so, the suffix vuit, which 
is absolutely equivalent to vun, could well be by Panini, 1V. 3. 99 
(gotra-ksattriyākhyebhyo bahulam vui), by which vurī is suffixed 
to names of Ksattriya race. Patafjali thus holds that the word 
Vasudeva is in this rule not used to refer to any Ksattriya race, but 
is a name of the Lord (samjfiaisa tatra bhagavatah). If Patafijali's 
interpretation is to be trusted, for which there is every reason, 
Vāsudeva as God is to be distinguished from the Ksattriya Vasu- 
deva, the son of Vasudeva of the race of Vrsnis. It was well estab- 
lished in Pāņini's time that Vasudeva was God, and that His 
followers were called Vasudevaka, for the formation of which word 
by the oun suffix Panini had to make the rule (rv. 3. 98). Again, 
the Ghosundi inscription in Rajputana, which is written in 
Brahmi, an early form of about 200-150 B.C., contains a reference 
to the building of a wall round the temple of Vasudeva and 
Samkarsana. In the Besnagar inscription of about roo B.C. 


1 „Mahā-bhārata, Sānti-parpa, 342. 124—129. P. C. Roy's translation, Moksa- 
dharma-parva, p. 817. Calcutta. 
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Heliodorus, son of Diya, describes himself as a great devotee of 
Bhagavat (parama-bhāgavata), who had erected a pillar bearing 
an image of Garuda. In the Nānāghāt inscription of roo s.c. 
Vasudeva and Samkarsana appear together as deities to whom 
adorations are addressed along with other gods. If the testimony 
of Pataíijali is accepted, the religious sect of Vāsudevas existed be- 
fore Panini. It is generally believed that Patafijali lived in 150 n.c., 
Since in courseof interpreting a grammatical rule which allowed the 
use of the past tense in reference to famous contemporary events 
not witnessed by the speaker he illustrates it by using a past tense 
in referring to the Greek invasion of the city of Sāketa (aruņad 
Yavanah Sāketam); as this event took place in 150 B.C., it is re- 
garded as a famous contemporary event not witnessed by Patafi- 
jali. Patañjali was the second commentator of Panini, the first 
being Katyayana. Sir R. G. Bhandarkar points out that Patafijali 
notices variant readings in Kātyāyana's Varttikas, as found in the 
texts used by the schools of Bharadvajiyas, Saunāgas and others, 
some of which might be considered as emendations of the Varttikas, 
though Pataūijali's introduction of them by the verb pathanti, ‘they 
read,” is an indication that he regarded them as different readings}. 
From this Sir R. G. Bhandarkar argues that between Kātyāyana 
and Pataíijali a considerable time must have elapsed, which alone 
. can explain the existence of the variant readings of Katyayana's text 
in Pataiijali's time. He therefore agrees with the popular tradition 
in regarding Panini asa contemporary of the Nandas, who preceded 
the Mauryas. Kātyāyana thus flourished in the first half of the sth 
century B.C. But,asboth Goldstückerand Sir R.G.Bhandarkar have 
pointed out, the Vāritika of Katyayana notices many grammatical 
forms which are not noticed by Panini, and this, considering the 
great accuracy of Pāņini as a grammarian, naturally leads to the 
supposition that those forms did not exist in his time, Goldstücker 
gives a list of words admitted into Panini's sūtras which had gone 
out of use by Katyayana's time, and he also shows that some words 
Which probably did not exist in Panini's time had come to be 
used later and are referred to by Kātyāyana. All this implies that 
Pāņini must have flourished at least two or three hundred years 
before Kātyāyana. The reference to the Vāsudeva sect in Pāņini's 
sūtras naturally suggests its existence before his time. The allusions 


1 Sir R. G. Bhandarkar’s Early History of the Deccan, p. 7. 
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to Vāsudeva in the inscriptions referred to above can be regarded 
as corroborative evidence pointing to the early existence of the 
Vāsudeva sect, who worshipped Vāsudeva or Bhagavat as the 
supreme Lord. 

Turning to literary references to Vasudeva and Krsna, we 
find the story of Vāsudeva, who is also called.by his family name 
Kanha and Kešava (probably on account of his bunch of hair), in 
the Ghata-jātaka. The story agrees in some important details with 
the usual accounts of Krsna, though there are some new de- 
viations. A reference to the Vrsni race of Ksattriyas is found in 
Panini, IV. 1. 114 (rsy-andhaka-vrsņi-kurubhyas ca). The word is 
formed by an uņādi suffix, and it literally means “ powerful” or 
“a great leader!.” It also means “heretic” (pasanda) and one who 
is passionately angry (canda). It is further used to denote the 
Yādava race, and Krsna is often addressed as Vārgņeya, and in 
the Gita, x. 37, Krsna says, “ Of the Vrsņis I am Vasudeva.” The 
Vrsņis are referred to in Kautilya’s Artha-sastra, where the group 
of Vrsnis (vrsni-sangha) is said to have attacked Dvaipayana. The 
Ghata-jataka also has the story of the curse of Kanha Dvai- 
payana as the cause of the destruction of the Vrsnis. But the 
Mahā-bhārata (xvi. 1) holds that the curse was pronounced by 
Vigvamitra, Kanva and Narada upon Samba, the son of Krsna. Two 
Vasudevas are mentioned in the Maha-bharata: Vasudeva, the king 
of the Paundras, and Vasudeva or Krsna, the brother of Samkar- 
saņa, and both of them are mentioned as being present in the 
great assemblage of kings at the house of King Drupada for the 
marriage of Draupadī; it is the latter Vāsudeva who is regarded 
as God. Itis very probable that Vāsudeva originally was a name 
of the sun and thus became associated with Visņu, who with his 
three steps traversed the heavens; and a similarity of Krsna or 
Vāsudeva to the sun is actually suggested in the Mahā-bhārata, 
XII. 341. 41, where Nārāyaņa says, * Being like the sun, I cover 
the whole world with my rays, and I am also the sustainer of all 
beings and am Hence called Vāsudeva.” 

Again, the word Sātvata also is used as a synonym of Vāsudeva 
or Bhāgavata. The word Sātvata in the plural form is a name 
of a tribe of the Yadavas, and in the Maha-bharata, vit. 7662, the 
phrase Satvatām varah is used to denote Sātyaki, a member of the 
Yādava race, though this appellation is applied to Krsņa in a 


i] 4 p 
1 Yūthena vrsnir ejati, Rg-Veda, 1. 10. 2. 
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large number of places in the Maha-bharata}. In the later Bhāga- 
vata-purāņa (IX. 9. 50) it is said that the Sātvatas worship Brahman 
as Bhagavan and as Vasudeva. In the Maha-bharata, v1. 66. 41, 
Samkarsana is said to have introduced the sātvata rites in wor- 
shipping Vāsudeva. If Sātvata was the name of a race, it is easy to 
imagine that the persons may have had special rites in worshipping 
Vāsudeva. Yāmunācārya, the great teacher of Rāmānuja in the 
tenth century A.D., says that those who adore God (bhagavat), the 
supreme person, with purity (sattva), are called bhagavata and 
satoata?, Yamuna strongly urges that Sātvatas are Brāhmaņas by 
caste, but are attached to Bhagavat as the supreme lord. Yàmuna, 
however, seems to urge this in strong opposition to the current 
view that Satvatas were a low-caste people, who had not the initia- 
tion with the holy thread and were an outcast people originated from 
the Vaisyas*. The Sātvatas are said to be the fifth low-caste people, 
who worship in the temples of Visnu by the orders of the king, 
and are also called Bhāgavatas*. The Sātvatas and Bhāgavatas 
are those who make their living by worshipping images and are 
hence low and disreputable. Yāmuna urges that this popular view 
about the Bhāgavatas and the Sātvatas is all incorrect; for, though 
there are many Sātvatas who make a living by worshipping images, 
not all Sātvatas and Bhāgavatas do so; and there are many among 
them who worship Bhagavat, as the supreme person, solely by 
personal devotion and attachment. 

From Pataíijali's remarks in commenting on Panini, tv. 3. 98, 
itis seen that he believed in the existence of two Vāsudevas, 
one a leader of the Vrsni race and the other God. as Bhagavat. 
It has already been pointed out that the name Vāsudeva occurs 
also in the Ghata-jataka. It may therefore be argued that the 
name Vāsudeva was an old name, and the evidence of the passage 
of the Niddesa, as well as that of Patafijali, shows that it was a 
name of God or Bhagavat. The later explanation of Vāsudeva 
as "the son of Vasudeva” may therefore be regarded as an 

* Mahā-bhārata, v. 2581, 3041, 3334, 3360, 4370; IX. 2532, 3502; x. 726; 
XII. 1502, 1614, 7533. 

x tataś ca sattvād bhagavān bhajyate yaih parah pumān 

te sātvatā bhāgavatā ity ucyante dvijottamaiļ. 
? Thus Manu (x. ADM Yāmuna's Agama-pramanya, p. 7. 6. 
vaisyāt tu jāyate vrātyāt sudhanvācārya eva ca 
kārūsas ca vijanmā ca maitras sātvata eva ca. 
paticamaļ sātvato nāma Visnor āyatanam hi sah * 
pūjayed àjfiaya rajüam sa tu bhagavatah smrtah. Ibid. p. 8. 
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unauthorized surmise. It is very probable that Vasudeva was 
worshipped by the race of Yādavas as a tribal hero according to 
their own tribal rites and that he was believed to be an incarnation 
of Visnu, who was in his turn associated with the sun. Megas- 
thenes, in his account of India as he saw it, speaks of the Sourasenoi 
—an Indian nation in whose land are two great cities, Methora and 
Kleisobora, through which flows the navigable river Jobares— 
as worshipping Heracles. ‘‘Methora” in all probability means 
Mathura and “‘Jobares” Jumna. It is probable that Heracles is 
Hari, which again is a name of Vasudeva. Again in the Maha- 
bhārata, vt. 65, Bhīgma says that he was told by the ancient sages 
that formerly the great supreme person appeared before the 
assembly of gods and sages, and Brahma began to adore Him with 
folded hands. This great Being, who is there adored as Vasudeva, 
had first created out of Himself Samkarsana, and then Pradyumna, 
and from Pradyumna Aniruddha, and it was from Aniruddha 
that Brahma was created. This great Being, Vasudeva, incarnated 
Himself as the two sages, Nara and Narayana. He Himself says 
in the Maha-bharata, vī. 66, that “as Vasudeva I should be 
adored by all and no one should ignore me in my human body”; 
in both these chapters Krsna and Vasudeva are identical, and 
in the Gita Krsna says that “of the Vrsņis I am Vasudeva.” 
It has also been pointed out that Vasudeva belonged to the 
Kanhayana gotra. As Sir R. G. Bhandarkar says, “ It is very prob- 
able that the identification of Krsna with Vasudeva was due to 
the similarity of the gotra name with the name of Krsna.” From 
the frequent allusions to Vasudeva in Patafijali's commentary 
and in the Maha-bharata, where he is referred to as the supreme 
person, it is very reasonable to suppose that the word is a proper 
noun, as the name of a person worshipped as God, and not a mere 
patronymic name indicating an origin from a father Vasudeva. 
Krsna, Janārdana, Kešava, Hari, etc. are not Vrsņi names, 
but were used as personal appellations of Vasudeva. Pataūijali 
in his commentary on Pāņini, IV. 3. 98, notes that Vāsudeva, as 
the name of a Ksattriya king of the race of Vrsnis, is to be 
distinguished from Vasudeva as the name of God. This God, wor- 
shipped by the Sātvatas according to their family rites, probably 
came to be identified with a Vrsni king Vāsudeva, and some of 
the personal characteristics of this king became also personal 
0 3 Sir R. G. Bhandarker's Vaisņavism and Saivism, pp. 11-12. 
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characteristics of the god Vāsudeva. The word Krsna occurs 
several times in the older literature. Thus Krsņa appears as a Vedic 
rsi, as the composer of Rg-Veda, vir. 74. In the Maha-bharata 
Anukramani Krsna is said to have descended from Angiras. 
Krsna appears in the Chandogya Upanisad (111. 17) as the son of 
Devakī, as in the Ghata-jataka. lt is therefore probable that 
Vasudeva came to be identified with Krsna, the son of Devaki. 
The older conception of Krsna's being a rtvij is found in the 
Maha-bharata, and Bhīsma in the Sabha-parva speaks of him as 
being a rtvij and well-versed in the accessory literature of the 
Vedas (vedāriga). It is very probable, as Dr Ray Chaudhury points 
out, that Krsna, the son of Devaki, was the same as Vasudeva, 
the founder of the Bhagavata system; for he is referred to in 
the Ghata-jātaka as being Kanhāyana, or Kanha, which is the 
same as Krsna, and as Devakī-putra, and in the Chandogya 
Upanisad, 111. 17. 6, also he is referred to as being Devaki-putra. 
In the Ghata-jataka Krsna is spoken of as being a warrior, 
whereas in the Chandogya Upanisad he is a pupil of Ghora 
Angirasa, who taught him a symbolic sacrifice, in which penances 
(tapas), gifts (dana), sincerity (ārjava), non-injury (ahimsa) and 
truthfulness (satya-vacana) may be regarded as sacrificial fees 
(daksiņā). The Maha-bharata, 11. 317, describes Krsna both as a 
sage who performed long courses of asceticism in Gandhamādana, 
Puskara and Badarī, and as a great warrior. He is also described 
in the Maha-bharata as Vasudeva, Devaki-putra and as the chief 
of the Satvatas, and his divinity is everywhere acknowledged there., 
But it is not possible to assert definitely that Vāsudeva, Krsņa the 
warrior and Krsna the sage were not three different persons, who 
in the Maha-bharata were unified and identified, though it is 
quite probable that all the different strands of legends refer to 
one identical person. 

If the three Krsnas refer to one individual Krsna, he must 
have lived long before Buddha, as he is alluded to in the Chandogya, 
and his guru Ghora Angirasa is also alluded to iii the Kausitaki- 
brahmana, xxx. 6 and the Kathaka-samhita, 1. 1, which are pre- 
Buddhistic works. Jaina tradition refers to Krsna as being anterior 
to Pārsvanātha (817 B.C.), and on this evidence Dr Ray Chaudhury 
thinks that he must have lived long before the closing years of 
the ninth century B.c.1 

1 Early History of the Vaisnava Sect, p. 39. 
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Bhagavata and the Bhagavad-gita. 


The Maha-bharata (xu. 348) associates the Bhagavad-gītā with 
the doctrines of the Ekānti-Vaisņavas. It is said there that the God 
Hari (bhagavān Hari) always blesses those that are devoted to God 
without any idea of gain (ekāntin) and accepts their adorations, 
offered in accordance with proper rites (vidhi-prayukta)'. This 
ekānta religion (ekānta-dharma) is dear to Nārāyaņa, and those 
who adhere to it attain to Hari, as Nilakantha, the commentator 
on the Maha-bharata, points out, without passing through the three 
stages of Aniruddha, Pradyumna and Samkarsana. The ekāntin faith 
leads to much higher goals than the paths of those that know the 
Vedas and lead the lives of ascetics. The principles of this ekantin 
faith were enunciated by the Bhagavat himself in the battle of the 
Pāņdavas and the Kurus, when Arjuna felt disinclined to fight. 
This faith can be traced originally to the Sama-veda. It is said that, 
when Narayana created Brahma, he gave him this satvata faith, 
and from that time forth, as the Maha-bharata states, there has 
been a host of persons who were instructed in this faith and 
followed it. It was at a much later stage briefly described in 
the Hari-gītā*. This faith is very obscure and very difficult to 
be practised, and its chief feature is cessation from all kinds of 
injury. In some places it is said to recognize one vyüha: in other 
places two, and in others three, vyühas are mentioned. Hari, 
however, is the final and absolute reality; he is both the agent, 
the action and the cause, as well as the absolute beyond action 
(akartā). There are, however, but few ekāntins in the world : had the 
world been filled with ekāntins, who never injured anyone, were 
always engaged in doing good to others and attained self-know- 


1 Ekāntino niskāma-bhaktāh, Nīlakaņtha's commentary on the Mahā-bhārata, 
XII. 348. 3. Tu 

~ B hari-gītāsu samāsa-vidhi-kalpitah, Hari-gītā. 53. The traditional 
teaching of the Gītā doctrines is represented as ancient inthe Gītā itself (iv. 1-3), 
where it is said that Bhagavan declared it to Vivasvān, and he related it to Manu, 
and Manu to Jksvaku, and so on, until after a long time it was lost; it was again 
revived by Krsna in the form of the Bhagavad-gītā. In the Mahā-bhārata, xit. 
348, it is said that Sanatkumāra learned this doctrine from Nārāyaņa, from him 
Prajāpati, from him Raibhya and from him Kuksi. It was then lost. Then again 
Brahmā learned it from Nārāyaņa, and from him the Barhisada sages learned it, 
and from them Jyestha. Then again itwas lost; then again Brahmā learned itfrom 
Nārāyaņa, and from him Daksa learned it, and from him Vivasvān, and from 
Vivasvān Manu, and from Manu Iksvāku. "Thus the tradition of the Bhagavad- 
gītā, os given in the poem itself, tallies with the Mahā-bhārata account. 
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ledge, then the golden age, krta yuga, would have come again. 
This ekānta religion is a faith parallel to that of the Sāmkhya- 
yoga, and the devotee who follows it attains Nārāyaņa as his 
ultimate state of liberation. From this description in the Maha- 
bharata it seems that the doctrine of the Gītā was believed to be 
the ekāntin doctrine originally taught by Nārāyaņa to Brahmā, 
Narada and others long before the recital of the Gita by Krsna in 
the Maha-bharata battle. It is further known that it had at least 
four or five different schools or variant, forms, viz. eka-vyūha, dvi- 
vyüha, tri-vyūha, catur-vyūha and ekānta, and that it was known 
as the Sātvata religion. 

Yāmunācārya in his Agama-pramanya tries to combat a number 
of views in which the Bhāgavatas were regarded as being in- 
ferior to Brahmins, not being allowed to sit and dine with them. 
The Sātvatas, again, are counted by Manu as a low-caste people, 
born from outcast Vaišyas and not entitled to the holy thread 1, 
"The Satvatas were, of course, regarded as the same as Bhāgavatas, 
and their chief duties consisted in worshipping for their living in 
Visnu temples by the order of the king”. They also repaired or 
constructed temples and images for their living, and were there- 
fore regarded as outcasts. That the Bhāgavatas did in later times 
worship images and build images and temples is also evident from 
the fact that most of the available Parīca-rātra works are full of 
details about image-building and image-worship. The Gita (1x. 26) 
also speaks of adoration with water, flowers and leaves, which 
undoubtedly refers to image-worship. Samkarsaņa, as the brother 
or companion of Krsna, is mentioned in Patañjali’s Maha-bhasya 
(11. 2. 24) in a verse quoted by him, and in 11. 2. 34 he seems to 
quote another passage, in which it is related that different kinds 
of musical instruments were played in the temple of Dhana- 
pati, Rama and Kešava, meaning Balarāma, Samkarsana and 
Krsņa?. 

As Yāmuna points out, the opponents of the Bhāgavata school 
urge that, since the ordinary Brahminic initiatio is not deemed 


vaisyàt tu jāyate vrātyāt sudhanvācārya eva ca i 
kārūsas ca vijanmā ca maitrah sasvata eva ca. Āgama-prāmāņya, p. 8. 
paficamah sātvato nàma Visņor āyatanām hi sa 
püjayed ājtiayā rājūām sa tu bhagavatah smrtah. Ibid. 
Santkargaņa-dvitīyasya balam Krsņasya ardhitam. 

Mahā-bhāsya, 11. 2. 27. 
mrdanga-sankha-panavah prthan nadanti samsadi 
brasade dhana-pati-rāma-kešavānām. J “Ibid. 11. 2.34. 
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a sufficient qualification for undertaking the worship of Visnu, 
and since special and peculiar forms of initiation and ceremonial 
performances are necessary, it is clear that the Bhagavata forms 
of worship are not Vedic in their origin. The fourteen Hindu 
sciences, viz. the six vedarigas on Vedic pronunciation (siksa), ritual 
(kalpa), grammar (vyakarana), metre (chandas), astronomy (jyotisa), 
lexicography (nirukta), the four Vedas, Mīmāmsā, argumentative 
works or philosophy (nyaya-vistara), the mythologies (purāņa) and 
rules of conduct (dharma-sastra), do not refer to the Parica-ratra 
scriptures as being counted in their number. So the Bhagavata or 
the Pafca-ratra scriptures are of non-Vedic origin. But Yamuna 
contends that, since Nārāyaņa is the supreme god, the Bhāgavata 
literature, which deals with his worship, must be regarded as having 
the same sources as the Vedas; the Bhagavatas also have the same 
kind of outer dress as the Brahmins and the same kinds of lineage. 
He further contends that, though sātvata means an outcast, yet 
sātvata is a different word from sātvata, which means a devotee 
of Visnu. Moreover, not all Bhāgavatas take to professional 
priestly duties and the worshipping of images for their livelihood ; 
for there are many who worship the images through pure devotion. 
It is very easy to see that the above defence of the Bhagavatas, as 
put forward by one of their best advocates, Yamunacarya, is very 
tame and tends to suggest very strongly that the Bhāgavata sect 
was non- Vedic in its origin and that image-worship, image-making, 
image-repairing and temple-building had their origin in that 
particular sect. Yet throughout the entire scriptures of the Parīca- 
rātra school there is the universal and uncontested tradition that 
itis based on the Vedas. But its difference from the Vedic path 
is well known. Yāmuna himself refers to a passage (Agama- 
pramanya, p. 51) where it is said that Sandilya, not being able to 
find his desired end (purusartha) in all the four Vedas, produced 
this scripture. The Gita itself often describes the selfish aims of 
sacrifices, and Krsna urges Arjuna to rise above the level of the 
Vedas. It seerĀs, therefore, that the real connection of the Pañca- 
rātra literature is to be found in the fact that it originated from 
Vasudeva or Visnu, who is the supreme God from whom the Vedas 
themselves were produced. Thus the Īsvara-samhitā (1. 24-26) 
explains the matter, and states that the Bhāgavata literature is 
the great root of the Veda tree, and the Vedas themselves are but 


trunks of it, and the followers of Yoga are but its branches. Its 
35-2 
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main purpose is to propound the superiority of Vasudeva, who is 
the root of the universe and identical with the Vedas!. 

The affinity of this school of thought to the Upanisad 
school becomes apparent when it is considered that Vasudeva 
was regarded in this system as the highest Brahman*. The 
three other vyūkas were but subordinate manifestations of him, 
after the analogy of prajīā, virat, visva and taijasa in monistic 
Vedanta. Patanījali's Maha-bhasya does not seem to know of the 
four vyūhas, as it mentions only Vasudeva and Samkarsana; and 
the Gita knows only Vasudeva. It seems, therefore, that the vyzha 
doctrine did not exist at the time of the Gita and that it evolved 
gradually in later times. It is seen from a passage of the Maha- 
bharata, already referred to, that there were different variations of 
the doctrine and that some accepted one vyūka, others two, others 
three and others four. It is very improbable that, if the vyūka 
doctrine was known at the time of the Gita, it should not have 
been mentioned therein. For the Gita was in all probability the 
earliest work of the ekāntin school of the Bhāgavatas?. It is also 
interesting in this connection to note that the name Narayana is 
never mentioned in the Gita, and Vasudeva is only identified with 
Visnu, the chief of the adityas. Thus Sir R. G. Bhandarkar says, 
“Tt will be seen that the date of the Bhagavad-gita, which contains 


b mahato veda-vrksasya müla-bhüto mahān ayam 
skandha-bhūtā rg-àdyàs te šākhā-bhūtās ca yoginah 
Jagan-mülasya vedasya Vāsudevasya mukhyatah 
pratipādakatā siddhà mūla-vedākhyatā dvijāh. 


Pauskarāgama, as quoted in Rāmānuja-bhāsya, 11. 2. 42. 
The Chandogya Upanisad (vu. 1. 2) refers also to the study of ekāyana, as in 
the passage vāko-vākyam ekāyanam; ekāyana is also described as being itself a 


mad-ārādhana-rūpeņa tasmād ekāyanam bhavet. 
See also the article “The Paiica-rātras or Bhāgavata-šāstra,? by Govindācārya 


„> That the ekāntin faith is the same as the Sātvata or the Pajīca-rātra faith is 
evident from the following guotation from the Pādma-tantra, īv. 2. 88: 
süris suhrd bhāgavatas sātvatah patīca-kāla-vit 
1 ekantikas tan-mayas ca pafica-ratrika ity api. 
This faith is also called ekayana, or the path of the One, as is seen from the 
following passage from the Īsvara-samhitā, 1. 18: 
moksāyanāya vai panthā etad-anyo na vidyate 
tasmād ekāyanam nama pravadargi manisinah. » 
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no mention of the vyūkas or personified forms, is much earlier 
than those of the inscriptions, the Niddesa and Pataiijali, i.e. it was 
composed not later than the beginning of the fourth century before 
the Christian era; how much earlier it is difficult to say. At the 
time when the Gita was conceived and composed the identification 
of Vāsudeva with Nārāyaņa had not yet taken place, nor had the 
fact of his being an incarnation of Visnu come to be acknowledged, 
as appears from the work itself... Visnu is alluded to as the chief of 
the Ādityas and not as the supreme being, and Vāsudeva was Visnu 
in this sense, as mentioned in chapter x, because the best thing of 
a group or class is represented to be his vibhūtt or special mani- 
festation!.”” 

The date of the Gita has been the subject of long discussions 
among scholars, and it is inconvenient for our present purposes 
to enter into an elaborate controversy. One of the most extreme 
views on the subject is that of Dr Lorinser, who holds that it 
was composed after Buddha, and several centuries after the com- 
mencement of the Christian era, under the influence of the New 
Testament. Mr Telang in the introduction to his translation of 
the Bhagavad-gītā points out—as has been shown above—that 
the Bhagavad-gità does not know anything that is peculiarly 
Buddhistic. Attempt has also been made to prove that the Gita 
not only does not know anything Buddhistic, but that it also 
knows neither the accepted Samkhya philosophy nor the Yoga of 
Patafijali’s Yoga-sūtra. This, together with some other secondary 
considerations noted above, such as the non-identification of Vasu- 
deva with Narayana and the non-appearance of the vyūka doctrine, 
seems to be a very strong reason for holding the Gita to be in 
its general structure pre-Buddhistic. The looseness of its com- 
position, however, always made it easy to interpolate occasional 
verses. Since there is no other consideration which might lead us 
to think that the Gita was written after the Brakma-sūtras, the 
verse Brahma-sütra-padais catva hetumadbhir viniscitaih has to be 
either treated as an interpolation or interpreted differently. Sankara 
also thought that the Brahma-sütra referred to the Gita as an old 
sacred writing (smrti), and this tallies with our other considerations 
regarding the antiquity of the Gita. The view of Dr Lorinser, 
that the Bhagavad-gita must have borrowed at least some of its 


materials from Christianity, has been pretty successfully refuted by 


< = Vaisnavism and Saivism, p. 13. 
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Mr Telang in the introduction to his translation, and it therefore 
need not be here again combated. Dr Ray Chaudhury also has 
discussed the problem of the relation of Bhāgavatism to Chris- 
tianity, and in the discussion nothing has come out which can 
definitely make it seem probable that the Bhāgavata cult was 
indebted to Christianity at any stage of its development; the 
possibility of the Gita being indebted to Christianity may be 
held to be a mere fancy. It is not necessary here to enter into 
any long discussion in refuting Garbe's view that the Gita was 
originally a work on Samkhya lines (written in the first half of 
the second century B.c.), which was revised on Vedāntic lines 
and brought to its present form in the second century A.D.; for 
I suppose it has been amply proved that, in the light of the 
uncontradicted tradition of the Mahā-bhārata and the Parīca-rātra 
literature, the Gita is to be regarded as a work of the Bhāgavata 
school, and an internal analysis of the work also shows that the 
Gītā is neither an ordinary Sāmkhya nor a Vedānta work, but 
represents some older system wherein the views of an earlier 
school of Sāmkhya are mixed up with Vedāntic ideas different 
from the Vedanta as interpreted by Sankara. The arbitrary and 
dogmatic assertion of Garbe, that he could clearly separate the 
original part of the Gītā from the later additions, need not, to my 
mind, be taken seriously. The antiguity of the Bhāgavata religion 
is, as pointed out by Tilak, acknowledged by Senart (The Indian 
Interpreter, October 1909 and January 1910) and Bühler (Indian 
Antiquary, 1894), and the latter says, “The ancient Bhāgavata, 
Sātvata or Patīca-rātra sect, devoted to the worship of Narayana and 
his deified teacher Krsna Devaki-putra, dates from a period long 
anterior to the rise of the Jainas in the eighth century B.c." And 
assuredly the Gita is the earliest available literature of this school. 
As regards external evidence, it may be pointed out that the Gita 
is alluded to not only by Kālidāsa and Bana, but also by Bhāsa in 
his play Karņa-bhāra!. Tilak also refers to an article by T. G. Kale 
in the Vedic Magazine, vit. pp..528-532, where he points out that 
the Bodhayana-Grhya-sesa-siitra, 11. 22. 9, quotes the Gita, 1x. 26, 

SM S à ^ ^ 
BU OD Ede died rire Beg 

hato "pi labhate svargam jitvā tu labhate yasah 
ubhe bahumate loke nāsti nisphalatā rane, 


which repeats the first two lines of the Gītā, 11.37. 
5 y 
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and the Bodhāyana-Pitr-medha-sūtra, at the beginning of the third 
prašna, quotes another passage of the Gītā'. Incidentally it may 
also be mentioned that the style of the Gita is very archaic; it is 
itself called an Upanisad, and there are many passages in it which 
are found in the Īsa (Isa, 5, cf. the Bhagavad-gita, x111. 15 and 
vi. 29), Mundaka (Mund. u. 1. 2, cf. the Gita, xim. 15), Kathaka 
(11. 15, II. 18 and 19 and m. 7, cf. the Gita, VIII. 11; II. 20 
and 29) and other Upanisads. We are thus led to assign to the 
Gītā a very early date, and, since there is no definite evidence 
to show that it was post-Buddhistic, and since also the Gita 
does not contain the slightest reference to anything Buddhistic, 
I venture to suggest that it is pre-Buddhistic, however unfashion- 
able such a view may appear. An examination of the Gita from 
the point of view of language also shows that it is archaic and largely 
un-Pāņinean. Thus from the root yudh we have yudhya (virt. 7) 
for yudhyasva; yat, which is atmane-pada in Pāņinean Sanskrit, 
is used in parasmai-pada also, as in VI. 36, VII. 3, IX. 14 and 
xv. 115 ram is also used in parasmai-pada in x. 9. The roots Ranks, 
vraj, viš and iig are used in Pāņinean Sanskrit in parasmai-pada, 
but in the Gita they are all used in atmane-pada as well—kanks in 
1. 31, vraj in IT. 54, vif in XXIII. 55 and zig in VI. 19 and XIV. 23. 
Again, the verb ud-vij, which is generally used in atmane-pada, is 
used in parasmai-pada in v. 20; nivasisyasi is used in xir. 8 for 
nivatsyasi, mà sucah for mà šocīh in xvi. 5; and the usage of 
prasavisyadhvam in 111. 10 is quite ungrammatical. So yamah 
samyamatām in X. 29 should be yamah samyacchatām, he sakheti 
in xr. 41 is an instance of wrong sandhi, priyāyārhasi in XI. 44 is 
used for priyayah arhasi, senānīnām in x. 24 is used for senānyām?. 
These linguistic irregularities, though they may not themselves be 
regarded as determining anything definitely, may yet be regarded 
1 Bodhàyana-Grhya-sega-sütra : 
tad āha bhagavān, 
patram puspam phalam toyam yo me bhaktyā prayacchati 


tad aham bhakty-upahrtam asnàmi prayatatmanah. 
Also Bodhàyana-Pitr-medha-sütra: yatasya vai manusyasya dhruvam maraņam 
iti vijānīyāt tasmāj jāte na prahrsyen mrte ca na visideta. 
Compare the Gītā, jātasya hi dhruvo mrtyuh, etc. 
N.B. These references are all taken from Tilak's Bhagavad-gītā-rahasya 
PP. 574; etc. ; d he, 
2 For enumeration of more errors of this character see Mr V. K. Rajwade's 
article in the Bhandarkar commemoration volume, from which these have been 


collected, 
e e 
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as contributory evidence in favour of the high antiquity of the 
Gita. The Gita may have been a work of the Bhagavata school 
written long before the composition of the Maha-bharata, and may 
have been written on the basis of the Bharata legend, on which 
the Maha-bharata was based. It is not improbable that the Gītā, 
which summarized the older teachings of the Bhāgavata school, was 
incorporated into the Maha-bharata, during one of its revisions, by 
reason of the sacredness that it had attained at the time. 
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abādhita, 108 

abādhita -svayam - prakāšataiva asya 
sattā, 36 

Abdomen, 289, 353 

abhaya, 510 

abhāva, 142, 162, 193, 227 

abheda, 207 

abhedo nīla-tad-dhiyoh, 26 n. 

abhicāra-karma, 284. 

Abhidharma-koša, 58 n. 

Abhidharma-koša-vyākhyā, 58 n., 62 n. 

abhidhanabhidheya - jnana -jneyadilak - 
sanah, 3 n. 

abhighāta, 339, 410 

abhihitānvaya-vāda, 227 

abhilāso, 497 

abhilāsa, 412 

Abhinanda, 232 

Abhinavagupta, 49, 443 

Abhinavanārāyaņa, 78 

Abhinavanarayanendra Sarasvatī, 78, 
79 

abhiniveša, 414 

abhiprapacyamana, 314 

Abhiprāya-prakāšikā, 83, 87 n., 148 n. 

abhisecana, 505 

abhivyajyate, 303 

abhivyakti, 173 

abhraja, 300, 301, 331 n. 

abhyanujfia, 388 

abhyāsa, 360, 370 

abhyupagama-siddhānta, 383 

Ablutions, 267, 505 

Abnormal states, 335 

Abode, 497 

Abscess, 299 

Absence, 19 

Absolute destruction, 248 . 

Absolute oneness, 128 

Absolute truth, 3 

Absolutist, 514 

Abstract idea, 213 

Abstraction, 28 

Abuse, 498 7: 

Academic dispute, 373 

Academy of Sciences, 164 n. 


1 The words are arranged in the order 


acapala, 510 

Acceptance of gift, 505 

Accessories, 160, 183, 184 

Accessory cause, 109, 186 

Accidental happenings, 372 
Accretion, 235 7., 326; of energy, 


244 

Acetabulum, 287 n. 2 

acetana, 36 

Acid, 337 n., 358, 359, 361, 362 

Acidity, 335 7. 

acintya, 362-364 

Action, 148, 187, 194, 241, 360, 403— 
405, 412, 421, 440, 441, 467, 488, 
507, 508, 515, 516 

Active agent, 244 

Active functioning, 238 

Active operation, 154 

Active restraint, 500 

Activity, 238, 256, 341, 368, 369, 481, 
504, 515; of the self, 197 

Act of knowledge, 69 

Acts, 15 

Actual, 23 7.; data, 214 

Acyutakrsņānanda 'Tirtha, 220 

Additional assistance, 183 

adharma, 321, 409, 411, 416, 484, 487, 
507, 525 

adhika, 384, 385, 389 n. 

adhikaraņa, 108 n., 359, 390 

Adhikaraņa-matījarī, 148 n. 

Adhikaraņa-mālā, 81 

Adhikaraņa-ratna-mālā, 148 n. 

Adhikarana-sangati, 148 n. 

adhikarana-siddhanta, 383 

adhimoksa, 24 

adhipati, 342, 352 

adhisthāna, 113, 194, 279, 472 

adhisthāyaka, 366 

adhyavasāya, 373 

adhyāsā, 9, 103 

Adhyāsa-bhāsya, 6 n., 222 n. 

adhyātma-vidah, 423 

ad infinitum, 40, 70, 376 

Adoration, 439 

adroha, 510 


of the English alphabet. Sanskrit and 


Pāli technical terms and words are in small italics; names of books are in italics 
with a capital. English words and other names are in Roman with a capital. 
Letters with diacritical marks come after ordinary ones. 
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adrsta, 207, 306, 360 

adrstadi-ksubdham, 206 

adrstādi-sahakrtam, 197 

adrstārtha, 383 

Adultery, 498 n. 

Advaita-bhisana, 52 n. 

Advaita-bodha-dipika, 54, 216 

Advaita-brahma-siddhi, 57 

Advaita-candrika, 55 

Advaita-cinta-kaustubha, 56 

Advaita-cintamani, 5 5 

Advaita-dipika, 53, 216 

Advaita-dipika-vivarana, 53 

Advaita-makaranda, 56 

Advaita-makaranda-tika, 193 

Advaita-matījarī, 225 

Advaita-mukta-sara, 57 n. 

Advaita-nirņaya, 219 

Advaita-pafica-ratna, 53, 216 

Advaita Philosophy, 2 n. 

Advaita-ratna, 54 

«Advaita-ratna-kosa, 54 

Advaita-ratna-raksana, 22 5, 226 

Advaita-ratna-vyakhyana, 54 

Advaita-siddhdnta-vidyotana, 571. 

Advaita-siddhi, 53, 56, 118, 198, 199, 
223 n., 225, 226 

«Advaita-siddhy-upanyāsa, 225 n. 

«Advaita-šāstra-sāroddhāra, 55 

advaita-sruti, 80 

Advaita-vada, 216 

advaita-vāsanā, 218 

Advaitānanda, 56, 82 N., 232 

Advaitdnubhati, 81 

Advancement, 519 

Advayānanda, 79 

Advayāraņya, 231 

Advayāšrama, 204 

Adyar, 49, 84 n., 87 

Affection, 490, 497 

Affections of vāta, 336 

Affective tone, 23 

Affirmations, 75, 166, 271, 387 

Afflictions, 22, 304, 414, 499 

agada-tantra, 276 

Agasti, 228, 230 

Agastya, 433 

Age, 370 

Agent, 77, 169, 310, 314, 
441, 469, 470, 515, 516 
ggi, 539 

Agni, 75, 292 n., 3001. 2, 303, 304 

Agnihotra, 54 

agni-karma, 330 

Agni-Purāņa, 279 n. 

Agnistoma, L’, 345 n. 

Agnivesa. 393, 395, 399, 424, 429, 
432 


358, 368, 
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Agnivesa-samhita, 277, 432 

Agnivesa-tantra, 429 

Agnivešya, 228, 230 

agrahaņa, 104 

Agrahayana, 282 

Agriculture, 502, 505 

ahamkára, 75, 102, 104, 217, 23%, 239, 
245, 257, 262, 305, 347, 458, 463, 
464, 496, 524 

ahamtā, 235, 237 

a-hetu, 386 

ahetu-sama, 380 n. 4, 382 n. 

ahetutah, 166 

ahimsā, 505, 510, 514, 544 

Ahirbudhnya-samhità, 461, 537 

ahita, 277, 278, 421, 422 

aihika, 253 

atkamatya, 282 

aindriya, 254 

Air, 74, 187, 194, 235, 302, 325, 330- 
334, 359, 360, 362, 419 

Airy, 357, 359 

Aitareya, 78, 259 n. 3 

Aitareya-brāhmaņa, 536 

Aitareyopanisad-bhāsya, 78 

aitihya, 376, 379 

Ajita, 61 

ajitāna, 3, 9, 10, 50, 55, 73, 74, 76, 
IOI, 102, 108, 110, 112, 113, 115, 
153, 154, 195, 196, 204, 217, 222, 
389, 479, 499, 500; its nature, de- 
pendence on self and transformation 
into world-appearance, 10; its no- 
tion in Padmapāda or Prakāšātman 
different from that of Nāgārjuna, 9; 
its transformations, ro, 53; Vücas- 
pati's view of its causality, 11 

ajfiánam nābhāva upadanatvan mydvat, 
197 

ajūāta-sattvānabhyupagama, 17, 270 

akartā, 545 

Akhandananda, 52, 103, 193 

Akhaņdānanda Muni, IO, 31 N, 

Akhandatma-prakasika, 57n. 

Akhilātman, 99 

akhyāti, 87 n. 

aklista, 414 

akrodha, 505, 510 

a-krtaka, 182 

akşaka-samjñe, 286 n. 4 5 

Aksapada, 393, 394, 398-401 

alaji, 299 

bugà, 354 

alasālā, 298 n. 6 

Alberuni, 426 

Alchemy, 426 

Alertness, 511; of mind, 5II 

algandu, 297 ” 
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Alimsa, 300 

Alkaline, 357, 358 

All, 195 

Allāla Süri, 52 x. 

All-pervading, 16, 372, 525, 526 

All-pervasive, 160 

aloka-samvrta, 5 

alolupatva, 510 

Alternating, 63 

Alternative, 18, 377 

Altindische Grammatik, 345 n. 

Amalananda, 52, 57, 58,74. 86, 103, 
107-109, 119, 260 

Amaradāsa, 54 

Amara-kosa, 55 

amarsa, 412 

amāvāsyā, 292 n. 

Amiva, 300 

amla, 312 n. 3, 357, 358, 361 

Amrtānanda, 31 n., 454 

Amulets, 277, 281, 282, 293, 294, 301, 
364 

amūrta, 254 

amsa, 286 n. 2, 287 

amsa-phalaka, 286 n. 4 

amsa-pitha, 287 n. 2 

amšāmša-vikalpa, 338 

anabhilapyenātmanā, 20 

anabhiraddhi, 497 

anabhisanga, 373 

anadhigata, 212, 213 

anadhigatatva, 213 

anaikāntikatva, 123 

Analogy, 36, 42, 148, 155, 180, 189, 
391; of dreams, 28; of play, 42 

Analysis, 65; of consciousncss, 62 

ananubhāsaņa, 389 n. 

ananuyojya, 384 

ananyathā-siddha, 160 

Ananyānubhava, 82 1. 

anarthaka, 384, 385 

Anatomical texts, 435 

Anatomical treatises, 435 

Anatomy, 355, 433 

anavasthā, 174 

anādy-anirvācyāvidyāšrayatāt, 12 

anagataveksana, 389, 392 

anāhata-cakra, 35 

anākhyam anabhivyaktam, 232 

anamayam, 462 

anārambha, 416 

anāsrava, 22 

anātman, 6 

anekatā, 370 

anekānta, 389 

anekāntha, 391 

Anger, 267, 333, 373, 499, 492, 497, 
499, 509-511 £ 


Angry, 367 

anila, 330 

Animal, 359, 513 

Animate, 359, 360 

Aniruddha, 543, 545 

anirvacantyam nīlādi, 111 

anirvacantyatà, 155 

anirvacaniyatà-vacana, 105 

anirvacanīyā, 89, 117, 203, 224 

anirvācya, 35, 111 

anirvacyatva, 194. 

anirvācyā avidyā, 109 

anitya, 22 n., 120 

anitya-sama, 380 n. 4 

aniyata-vipaka, 249 

Ankle-bones, 284 

Annam Bhatta, 82 n. 

Annihilation, 266 

Annotations, 87 

anrta, 383 

antahkarana-caitanyayor aikyādhyāsāt, 
206 

antahkaraņas, 34, 50, 56, 65, 72, 75 t. 
76, 77, 88, 89 n., 101, 104-106, 109, 
113, II4, 206-210, 217, 268, 292, 
295, 306, 344, 452, 484 n. 1 

antahkarana-visista, 33 

antahkaraņāvacchinnam caitanyam, 206 

antah-sausiryam, 307 

antariksam, 292 n. 

Antaryāmi-brāhmaņa, 251 

antaryāmin, 215, 537 

Antecedence, 160, 172 

Antipathy, 24, 101, 245, 248, 267, 499, 
412—414, 490, 498, 499 

antrebhyah, 288 

anubandha, 338 n., 368 n., 389, 497 

anubandhya, 338 n. 

anubhava, 149 

Anubhava-dīpikā, 78 

Anubhava-vilāsa, 57 n. 

Anubhavānanda, 58, 86 

anubhūti, 199 

anubhūti-svahhāva, 471 

Anubhūtisvarūpācārya, 116, 192, 194 

anumata, 389, 391 

anumāna, 139, 194, 373» 376, 379, 398, 
401 7t. 

anupadhā, 505 

anupalabdhi-sama, 380 n. 4 

anupašaya, 397 

Anupatala, 300 

anus, 296, 426 

anusayo, 497 

anutpatti-sama, 380 n. 4 

anuvrtta, 63 

anu-vyavasāya, 15Y 

anuyoga, 384 
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anuyojya, 384 

anükya, 287 n, 1 

Anvaya-prakasiha, 56 

anvaya-vyatireki, 400 n. 

anvaya - vyatireki - sádhya - vilegam 
vddy-abhimatam sādhayati, 121 

Anvayārtka-prakāšikā, 116 

anvayi, 400 n. 

amvitābhidhāna-vāda, 227 

anyathd-hhydti, 87 n., 204, 222 

anyā pūrvāpūrva - bhrama - samskārah, 
109 


anyonya-milat-komala-saddala, 257 
anyonyābhāva, 122, 131, 132 
angam eva alpatvād upángam, 273 


ster sh 

« 389, 391 

apna, 258-260, 291, 311, 332, 373, 
+ 449, 455 

apāna Is AES 

apāriga, 142, 2. * 

apārthaka, 384, 385, 388, . 

perge, 5, 388, 389 n. 
, 95 

Pese 157, s 

„354 R. 355,3 
Apoha-tiddhi, 49 


Index 


a posteriori, 517 

Apparatus, 180 

Appārent reality, 4 

Appaya Diksita, 10, 11, 17, 44, 47, 49, 
52-56, 79, 82 n., 106 n., 108, 216 n., 
218, 219; his date, lineage and 
works, 218 ff. 

Appearance, 3, 5, 8, 13, 20-22, 28, 
31, 37, 101, 105, 109, 194, 195, 232, 
235, 236, 239, 252, 371, 438, 517; 
of unity, 65 

Appetites, 493 

Appetitive desire, 501 

Appreciation, 512 

Apprehension, 22 

apradhāna, 370 

apramá, 128 

apramáda, 505 

apratibhā, 389 n. 

apratyak, 63 

aprāpta-kāla, 389 n. 

aprāpta-prārthanā, 412 

apraptayoh prāptiļ samyogah, 158 

a priori, $17 


lent desire, 497 
ardha-supta-prabuddha, 264 
ardhātijali-parimāņa, 343 n. 
Argument, 18, 26 m., 29, 278, 376 
arhatattea, 248 
Aristanemi, 229 
Arjuna, 487, 489, soo, soz, 507, 

508, 512, 516, 518, 525, 529-532, 


545 
Armpits, 326 n. 
Arņava-varņana, 126 
aroga, 334 n. 
arpaņa, 452 

nt, 510 

Arías, 430 
DAD , 256 n., 289, 290 
artha, 327, 340, 359, 479, 482, 485 
artha-kriyā-kāritva, 32, 108 
artha-kriyd-sámarthya, 183 
artha-kriyā-sāmarthya-sattvam, 3o". 
artha-prāpakatva, 137 
artha-prapti, 384 
Artha-dastra, 274, 541 
arthavatt, 20 
arthéntara, 388, 389 n. 
artkāpatti, 18, 389, 391 
arthāpatti-sama, 380 n. 4, 382 n. 
Artificizi process, 358 


Index 


Arunadatta, 429, 434 
aruņā, 291, 344 1. 
asamprajfidta, 250 
asamsargdgraha, 154, 15% 


asanga-fastrena, $24. 

a-sarva-gata, 410 

asat, 155, 373 

a-sat-kārya-vāda, 39, 179, 473, 517 

asat-khyáti, 87 n. 

asātmya-arthāgama, 416 

Ascetic, 373; life, 508; postures, 489 

Asceticism, 229, 267, 508 

Asiatic Society of Bengal, 205 

asmitā, 414 

aspanda, 265 

Aspects, 238 

Aspiration, 497 

Ass, 160, 386 n. 

Assembly, 378 

Assimilation, 331 

Associated, 501 

Association, 15, 21, 25, 34, 156, 169, 
183, 188, 195, 239, 321, 388, 369, 
375, 451, 452, 456, 500 

asteya, 505 

asthi, 317, 328 

asthi-mámsa-maya, 257 

asthira, 230, 241 

asti, 386 n, 

Astragalus, 284 n. 3 

Astringent, 358, 359 

Astrology, 436 

Astronomy, 49 

asukha, 422 

asukham dyuh, 277 


asura, 314, $35, 539 
Asura-veda, 274 n. 3 
asüyd, 413 
, 358 
afubha, 34* 
atuddha, 36 
Advattha, 524 
Aávattha tree, 523, $24 
astakd, 292 
ayfa-siddhi, 427 
Astūņga Ayur-vedas 276 
Astanga-hrdayg, 364 n., 436 
Astanga - - ndma = 
bhágya, 436 
Aptātiga-hrdaya-samhitā, 425, 4327 
434 


Aptātga-hrdaya-vrtti, 436 

Ajjanga-samgraha, 263, 274 n. 3, 284 
m. 3, 304 M. 1, 317 P. 1, 328, 329 My 
43% _ 
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apļākga-yoga, 453-455 


Atharva-siras Upanisad, 449 
Atharva- Veda, 273-275, 277-280, 283, 
284, 288, 290, 291, 293-295, 301, 
331, 340, 343 Ma, 3447346, 364, 486, 
536, $39; as A and Angiras, + 
281; Àyur-veda an updnga of it, 273; 
Ayur-veda its upaveda, 274; diseases 
and their symptoms in, jor ff.; 
diseases mentioned in, 296 ff.; dis- 


Vagbhata, ff; its contents as 
arranged. by Bloor iaid, 295 fT.; its 
principal contents, 281 fT.; its prob- 
able priority to Rg-veda, 280, 281; 
its relation with »veda, 275; its 


pitta and kapha in, 331; what nägi 
means in, 345 
Atharva- Veda and Gopatha-Brāhmaņa, 
295 n. 1, 296 n. 1 
Itharcaveda in Kashmir, 283 n. 
Atharvāngirasah, 281 
atidela, 389, 391 
atikrāntāvekgaņa, 389, 392 


atilayādhāna, 

atiyoga, 320, 921, 405 

atindriya, 347, 366 

atkāra, 296, 430 

Attta-hàla, 387 ` 

Atomic, 367; changes, 194; measure, 
189; theory, 151, 189 

Atoms, 20, 25, 157, 187-190, 193, 199, 
306, 37i 

Atri, 399, 401, 429 

A t, 24, 101, 243, 304, 412m 
414, 489, 490, 497-499, 501, $03, 
504, $07, S10, $11, $13, $14, $16, 
$21-$23 

Attention, 23, 24 
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Attentive reflection, 24 

Attock, 429 

Attractions, 239 

atyantāsat, 194 

atthanga-sila, 498 

Auditory organ, 344 

Auditory sense, 374 

Aufrecht, Th., 435, 439 

aupacārika, 328, 329 

Aupadhenava, 424 

Aupadhenava-tantra, 435 

aupamya, 377, 379 

aupapāduka, 308 

Aurabhra, 424 

Auricular, 353 

Auspicious rites, 281 

Austerities, 441 

ausadha, 295 

ausadhi, 359 

ausņya, 362 n. 

Authenticity, 78 

Autumn, 335, 370 

Autumnal fever, 299 

avabhāsinī, 317 

avaccheda, 105 

avacchedakatā, 124 

avaccheda-vāda, 106 

avacchinna, 96 

Avadhāni Yayvā, 218 x. 

avadhi, 508 

avasthā, 44 

avastu, 202, 203 

avayavi, 187 

avedanam, 265 

avedyatva, 149, 150 

avedyatve satyaparoksa-vyavahāra- 
yogyatvam, 149 n. 

Averrhoa acida, 360 x. 

Aversion, 335, 515 

Aviddhakarna, 172 

avidyamāna, s 

avidyā, 5, 6, 8, 9, 12, 13, 44, 48, 50, 72, 
73. 84, 85, 88-9o, 98, 99, ro4, 
IOS, I09-I11, 117, 118, 148, 187, 
204-206, 209, 221, 234, 249, 304, 
414, 415, 479, 498, 499; de- 
scribed as sakti by Gaudapāda, 8; 
in neither of its senses can be 
material cause, 12; its meanings, 12; 
nature of its causality according to 
Anandabodha, also according to 
Vācaspati's Brahma-tattva-samīksā, 
12; not psychological ignorance, but 
special technical category, 12; Pad- 
mapāda's interpretation regarding 
the creative power of, 9; so called 
because of its unintelligibility, 12 


avidyā-dvitaya, 109 

avidyā-dvitaya-sacivasya, 109 4 

avidyā māyā mithyā-pratyaya iti, 84 

avidyā-nivrtti, 85 

avidyā-potency, 10 

avidyā-sahita-brahmopādānam, 11 

avidyā stuff, 104 

avidyā-šakti, 9, 203 

avidyopādāna-bheda-vādins, 9o 

avijjā, 498 

avijiatártha, 389 n. 

avinābhāva, 140, 376, 380 

avisamvādi, 136 

avisesa-sama, 380 n. 4, 382 m. 

avisaya, 6 

avitikkama, 500 

avyabhicāri, 136, 381 m. 

avyabhicārī anubhavah, 135 

avyakta, 43, 104, 263, 357, 358, 462, 
463, 470, 471, 473, 476, 519, 525, 
530, 533 

avyakto vyakta-karmā, 263 

avyapadešātmā, 234 

avyapadesya, 265, 374, 401 

Avyayātman — Bhagavat Pūjyapāda, 
198 

avyākrta, 23 n., 104 

avyāpya-vrttitva-visesito, 158 

Awaking consciousness, 19 

Awareness, 13, 14, 17-20, 25-30, 31 n., 
32, 63-65, 67, 68, 70, 71, 73, 117, 
I18, 134, 151, 197, 201, 206, 211, 
212, 214; of blue, 27 

Ayodhya, 230 

ayoga, 321, 405 

ayuta-siddha, 191 

ayuta-siddhatva, 191 

ābhāsa, 252 

ābhicārika, 281 

Abhoga, 52, 108 

acarya, 420 

Ācārya Diksita, 218 

Ācārya Jetāri, 49 
Cāryasūri, 171 

ācchādya, 112 

ādāna-gantho, 496 

ādhāra, 113, 144 

ādhāra-cakra, 355, 356 

Ādišūra, 126 : 

ādityas, 292 n., 535, 549 

āgama, 304 
ama-brāmāņya, 542 n. 2, 546, 
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Agama-Sdstra-vivarana, 78 

āghāto, 497 

Ggneya, 313, 329 n., 359 

āhāre patikūla-saūtā, sox 
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Ahrika, 172 

ajfía-cakra, 353 n., 355, 356 

ākānksā, 496 

ākāša, 74, 75, 104, 160, 194, 204, 235; 
244, 302, 312, 315, 360, 362, 367, 
371, 374. 379 

ākāsa-dhātu, 307 

Ākāšagotto, 276 

Ākāša tan-mātra, 245 

ākāšātmaka, 359 

ākūta, 481, 482 

ālambana, 29, 155 

Ālamvāyana-samhitā, 435 

ālaya-vijītāna, 22, 24 

ālayo, 497 

ālocaka, 304, 341 

ālocaka-pitta, 342 

āma-garbha, 322 n. 

āmalaka, 294 

Amalānanda, 82 

āmāšaya, 330, 331 

ānanda, 223 

Ānandabodha, 50, 51, 70, 89 n., 92, 
116, 117, 124, 148 n., 194, 196; his 
doctrine ofavidyā probably borrow- 
ed from Maņdana, 90; as inspirer 
of many later works of Vedānta, 118; 
his dateand works, 116; hisinterpre- 
tation of the nature of the self, 118; 
his refutation of “difference,” 116, 
117; his view of the nature of avidyā, 


117 

Anandabodha Bhattārakācārya, 12, 49, 

_ 69, 147 n. 

Anandabodhendra, 231 

Anandabodhendra Bhiksu, 259 n. 2 

Anandabodhendra Sarasvati, 231 

Ānanda-dīpa, 57 n. 

ZInanda-dipa-tikà, 57 n. 

Ānandagiri, 43 n., 83, 103, 124, 192, 

_ 193, 344 

Ānandajūāna, 1n., 43, 49-51, 78-81, 
92, 100, 116, 119, 124, 172, 189, 
192, 194, 196, 205, 210, 439; con~ 
tents of his work Tarka-samgraha, 
193, 194; his criticism of Nyāya- 
Vaisesika categories, 193, 194; his 
interpretation of the indescribable- 
ness of world-ag pearance and ajitā- 
na, 194, 195; his teachers, 192; his 
works, 193 

Ānanda-laharī, 79 

Ānanda-laharī-tarī, 79 

Ānanda-mandākinī, 225 

Ānandapūrņa, 52, 57, 83, 87 ., 103, 
123, 126 n. 

Anandatirtha, 442 
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Ananda-vardhana, 126 n. 

Ānandānubhuva, 571. 

Ānandāšrama, 196 

Ānandātman, 58, 86 

āntariksa, 357 

Anviksiki, 390, 392 

Aüjaneya, 443 

āpah, 292 n. 

apta, 280, 373 

aptopadesa, 373, 376, 377 

āpya, 359 

ārambhakam, 329 n. 

Grjava, 505 n., 510, 544 

Arsa-Ramayana, 231 

ārtava, 313 

ārtavāh, 292 n. 

ārthī bhāvanā, 480 

Āruņikopanisad, 252 n. 

Aryadeva, 51, 124, 164, 165 

Ārya-drdhāšaya-pariprcchā, 5 

Ārya-vidyā-sudhā-kara, 112 n, 

āsana, 454, 455 

āsanga, 44 

āsatti, 497 

āsayo, 497 

āsā, 496 

āspada, 7 

āsrāva, 296 

āssāsa, 459 

āstika, 420 

āstikya, 505 n. 

Asadhara, 434 

āšraya, 19, 23, 85, 357 

āsraya-bhūtah, 59 n. 

fresa, 300 

Āsvalāyana-šrauta-sūtra, 394 

Āšvinī, 432 

Āsādhavarman, 428 

Atanka-dipana, 434 

ātivāhika šarīra, 305 

Ātma-bodha, 79, 81 

Ātma-bodha-vyākhyāna, 81 n., 103 

ātma-dharmopacārah, 21 n. 

ātma-jānīndriyāņi, 310 

Atma-jiidnopadesa, 78 

Ātma-jītāānopadeša-tīkā, 193 

ātma-khyāti, 87 n. 

ātma-māna, 24 

ātman, 8, 21, 58, 149, 194, 238, 302, 
307 n. 5, 309, 310, 405, 444, 445, 
472, 518 

ütmanah samvid-rūpatva, 118, 
151 

ātma-samavāyī visaya-prakaso jūānam, 
197 

ātma-sneha, 24 

Ātmasukha, 232 


148, 


560 Index 


Atmasvarüpa, 52 n. 

ātma-šaktyā, 330 

ātma-vinigraha, 513 
Atmanatma-viveka, 79 
Atmarpana-stava, 219 

ātmāsrayatva, 17 

ātmāvalokana, 442 

Atmopadesa-vidhi, 79 

Atreya, 277, 308, 310, 327, 333, 395, 


424 

Atreya bhiksu, 395 

Ātreya-Caraka, 284, 293, 295 

Ātreya-Caraka school, 289 

Ātreya Gautama, 394 

Atreya Punarvasu, 276 n., 357, 432 

āvaraņa, 22, 73 

āvaraņa-šakti, 74. 

āvaraņatvāt, 197 

āvartta, 351 

āyatana, 395, 498 

āyāma, 348 n. 

Ayur-veda, 258 n., 273—276, 278, 280, 
288, 293, 295, 320, 328 n., 354 n., 
357, 365, 366, 371, 372, 383, 385, 
387, 389, 390, 392, 393, 395, 396, 
398, 399, 402, 422, 423, 436; an 
upaveda of Atharva-Veda, 274; a 
part of Atharva-Veda, 278; aper- 
tures of the dhamanis in, 350; appli- 
cation of inductive methods for the 
discovery of cause in Caraka, 396 ff. ; 
are vāyu, pitta and kapha only 
hypothetical entities? 336 ff.; as a 
science of life, 277; a separate Veda 
superiorto theother Vedas, 274, 275; 
a vedánga, 274; brain the centre of 
manas in, according to Bhela, 340; 
brain the seat of sensations, 346; 
Caraka school closely associated with 
Atharva-Veda, 278, 279; Caraka’s 
view of nādī, sird, dhamani and 
srotas as ducts, 346 ff.; categories 
of Caraka and Vaisesika, 369-372; 
causes of things according to Sus- 
ruta, 372; circulation of dhàtu in 
growth, 322, 323; cognitive cur- 
rents in, 347; constructive and de- 
structive operations of vāyu, pitta 
and kapha, 339; control of body 
and mind, 419, 420; Drdhabala’s 
distinction of siras and dhamanīs, 
348 n.; dhamanis in relation to cog- 
nition according to Suéruta, 351 
f dhātu-mala in, 331; different 
functions of vāyu, pitta and kapha, 
337, 338; different kinds of ducts in, 
347; dispute, methods of, 377b 
disputes, terms of, 379 ff.; disturb- 


ance of dosas according to seasons, 
335; divergent views on the develop- 
ment of the foetus referred to in 
Caraka-samhitā, 307, 308 ; divergent 
views regarding vayu as narrated in 
Caraka, 332 ff.; dosa as prakrti, 334; 
dravya, rasa, virya, vipüka, pra- 
bhava, 362-366; early references to, 
276, 277; epidemics caused by col- 
lective evil effects, 408 ff.; equili- 
brium of dhátus, 327; ethical posi- 
tion of Caraka, 418; fallacies, 380 ff. ; 
foetal development in Susruta and 
Caraka, its different stages, 313 ff.; 
formation of foetus in Caraka, Sus- 
ruta and Vāgbhata, 302—304; free- 
dom of will in, 411; Ayur-veda, 
function of dhamanis in, according to 
Sušruta, 350 ff.; function of the dif- 
ferent ducts, 347 ff.; future life, be- 
lief in, 406; good, conception of, 
404, 405; good life and happy life, 
422, 423; good life in Caraka, 418 ff. ; 
good of the body and of the mind, 
418, 419; heart in the Upanisads 
contrasted with, 344; heart the vital 
centre of the pranas in, 340; hetu- 
vidyā in Caraka, 395; inference in, 
compared with Nyàya and Sām- 
khya, 399, 400; is beginningless,274 ; 
its relation with Atharva-Veda, 275; 
its theory of dhátu-sámya and dhātu- 
vaisamya, 319 ff. ; its unbroken tradi- 
tion, 274; jāti fallacy, conception 
of, compared with Nyāya, 380-382; 
yukti,misrepresentation by Snake 
Sita, 376; yukti pramāņa of, 375; 
yukti pramāņa refuted by Santarak- 
sita, 375, 376; life, its definition, 
367; literature, 422 ff., 435; manas 
and the senses, 367; manas, its 
theory, 366, 367; meaning of ojas in, 
343 n.; medical discussions in, 378; 
nàdi, sira and dhamani as ducts in, 
345, 346; natural place of vāyu, pitta 
and kapha, 331, 336; nature of pitta, 
330, 331; necessity of logical tricks 
in, 401, 402; number of $irā, srotas 
and dhamanī according to Susruta, 
349; number of sirās in, according 
to Sušruta, 352; number of snāyus 
in, according to Sušruta, 352; origin 
in the knowledge of hetu and linga, 
395; origin of the world, Sušruta on, 
410; param and aparam ojas in, 343; 
perception, obstruction of, 377; per- 
ception theory of, 373, 374; period 
‘of life in, 402; possible existence of 
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a pre-Caraka literature of it, 277; 
prajūāparādha, according to Caraka, 
416, 417; pramánas in, 373; prāņain, 
263; principles of growth, 321, 322; 
psychological theories of perception 
of Bhela in, 341; psycho-physical 
parallelism in, according to Caraka, 
339; rasas, their number, 357-359; 
rasas, their origin, 359, 360; rebirth, 
nature of, determined by past life, 
406, 407; rebirth, proofs of, 407, 
408; relation of head and heart in, 
343; right conduct, rules of, ac- 
cording to Caraka, 420 ff.; samyogi- 
purusa, its conception, 368; saficaya 
and prakopa of dosas, 335; scheme 
of life in Caraka, 415; seat of prāņa 
according to Caraka, 342; secretory 
character of vāyu, pitta and kapha, 
338; self and the body, 368; self 
and knowledge, 368; self and manas, 
369; self and the transcendent self 
(parah atma), 368 ; self, in association 
with manas, 373; self, nature of, ac- 
cording to Susruta, 410; sorrows, 
cause of, according to Caraka, 415, 
416; soul, conception of, 372; special 
categories in Caraka, 389; special 
categories in Susruta, 389 ff. ; springs 
of action and right conduct in, 405; 
springs of action in Caraka com- 
pared with those of other systems, 
411 ff.; substance and qualities, 
360-362; subtle body and self in 
Caraka, 310; Susruta and Samkhya, 
372; Sušruta's distinction of sirās 
and dhamanis, 348. ff.; Sušruta's 
views regarding brain as the seat of 
cognitive and conative nerves, 342; 
synonyms for srotas, 348 n. ; the com- 
bination of the dosas in different re- 
lations, 338; the organs in relation 
to the ducts, 348; theory of dkātus 
and upa-dhátus, 322-324; theory of 
doga according to Sušruta, 329, 339; 
theory of the formation of the body, 
334; theory of karma in, compared 
with other theories of karma, 402— 
404; theory of mala-dhātus, 325 ft. ; 
theory of prabhdva, 323 ; three classes 
of inference in Caraka, 398, 399; 
transgressions (prajfüaparadha) the 
obstacle to good life, in Caraka, 421, 
422; transmigration determined by 
dharma and adharma, 411 ; ultimate 
healing in, 415; upanga of Atharva- 
Veda, 273; validity of the Vedas 
established through it, 279, 280; 
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views of the different Upanisads 
regarding the nddis contrasted with, 
345; vàyu, pitta and kapha and their 
operations in the building of the 
body, 334 ff.; what is its nature? 
_ 276 

Āyur-veda-dīpikā, 274.2, 275 n., 302, 
431 

Āyur-veda-rasāyana, 434 

Āyur-veda-sūtra, 436 

āyuso "nuvrtti-pratyaya-bhüta, 333 

āyusyāņi, 295 


Backbite, 510 

Backbone, 286 

Bad, 246; deeds, 411 

Badness, 507 

Badisa, 316, 357 

baesaza, 295 n. 1 

baesazya, 295 n. 1 

bahu-sruta, 85 

Balabhadra Bhattācārya, 225 n. 

Baladeva, 539 

Baladeva Vidyābhūsaņa, 443 

Balance, 326 

bali, 278 

Balkh, 357 

bandha, 232, 234, 267 

Bandhaka-tantra, 435 

bandhanam, 497 

bandho, 497 

Barren woman, 234 

Basic concept of mind, 24 

Basic entity, 23 n. 

Basis, 11, 29; of truth, 11 

Battle, 505 

Battle-field, 522 

Bādarāyaņa, 45, 260; his philosophy, 
42; his philosophy is some kind of 
bhedābheda-vāda or immanence in 
transcendence, 42 

bādha, 222 

bādhakas tarkah, 141 

bāhu, 285 n. 6, 338 

Balabhadra, 55 

Bālagopāla, 78 

Bālagopāla Yogindra, 78 

Bālakrsņadāsa, 78 

Bālāvatāra-tarka, 49 

Bālhīka, 298 x. 4, 316 

Bāņa, 550 

Bāspacandra, 428, 431 

Beard, 325 

Beginningless, 12, 195, 217, 454; avid- 
yā, 48; contact, 158; series, 184; 
time, 249 

Being, 10, 36, 46, 148, 203, 234, 238, 
501 
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Being-non-being, 234 

Benares, 429 

Bengal, 126, 225 n. 

Besnagar, 539 

Bhadanta Yogasena, 184 

Bhadra, 284 

Bhadrakāpya, 316, 357 
Bhadrasaunaka, 427 

bhaga, 285 n.7 

bhagandara, 276 
Bhagavad-bhakti-rasāyana, 225 
Bhagavad-gītā, 79, 442 
Bhagavad-gita-bhasya, 439 
Bhagavad-gītā-bhāsya-vivaraņa, 439 
Bhagavad-gītā-bhāsya-vyākhyā, 439 
Bhagavad-gītā-gūdhārtha-dīpikā, 225 
Bhagavad-gītā-hetu-nirņaya, 443 
Bhagavad-gita-laksabharana, 443 
Bhagavad-gītā-pradīpa, 443 
Bhagavad-gita-prakasa, 443 
Bhagavad-gītā-rahasya, 550, 551 n. 1 
Bhagavad-gītārtha-samgraha, 443 
Bhagavad-gītārtha-samgraha-tīkā, 439 
Bhagavad-gītārtha-sāra, 443 
Bhagavad-gītā-sāra, 443 
Bhagavad-gītā-sāra-samgraha, 443 
Bhagavad-gītā-tātparya-nirņaya, 442 
Bhagavat, 539-542; and Visņu, 539, 


540 

bhagāsthi, 285 n.7 

bhaisajya, 293, 295 

bhakti, 226, 442, 439, 531, 532, 534 

Bhakti-rasāyana, 226 

bhaktir ādešyā, 278 

Bhakti-sāmānya-nirūpaņa, 225 

bhakti-yoga, 440, 441, 451 

Bhandarkar, R, G., 540, 543, 548 

Bharadvāja, 229, 308, 395, 399 

Bharata, 427 

Bhartrhari, 171 

Bhartrprapafica, 1, 36, 43, 44, 100; 
his philosophy of bkedābheda, 43 

Bhattacarya Sivaprasad, 232 

Bhattacharya, B., 20 n., 172 n. 

Bhatta Ananda, 264 

Bhatta Kallata, 263 

Bhatta Narahari, 425 

Bhatta Rāghava, 122, 123 

Bhattojī Diksita, 54, 55, 217, 219 

bhautikī, 334 

bhava, 498 

Bhavabhüti, 111, 112 

Bhavadāsa, 87 n. 

Bhavanātha, 126 n. 

Bhavānīsahāya, 434 

Bhavya, 164 

Bhāgavata, 251, 544—547, 552; and the 
ekāntins, 545; sect, 545 ff. 
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Bhāgavata-purāņa, 220, 532, 542 

Bhāgavata-purāņa- prathama - sloka - 
vyākhyā, 225 

Bhāgavatism, 550 

bhajana-loka-sannivesa-vijfiapti, 23 

Bhāluki-tantra, 435 

Bhāmatī, 11, 25 n., 29, 36, 52, 56, 
82, 106—109, III, 17I, 215 7., 220, 
222 n., 269 n. 2, 427 

Bhāmatī-tilaka, 52 n., 108 

Bhāmatī-vilāsa, 108 

Bhāmatī-vyākhyā, 108 

Bhānujī Diksita, 55 

Bhānumatī, 362, 363 n., 425, 435 

Bhāradvāja-samhitā, 431 

Bhāradvājīyas, 540 

bhāra-hāra, 62 

Bhāra-hāra-sūtra, 61 

Bhārata legend, 552 

bhāratī sthāna, 355 

Bharati Tirtha, 52 n., 81, 216 n. 

Bhārgava, 431 

Bhāsa, 394, 550 

Bhāsarvajūa, 122 

Bhāskara, 43 n., 193, 201, 427, 428 

Bhāskara Bhatta, 435 

Bhaskara Diksita, 56 

Bhāsurānanda, 79 

Bhāsā-pariccheda, 263 n. 1 

Bhāsya-bhāva-prakāšikā, 148 n. 

Bhāsya-dīpikā, 103 

Bhāsya-tippana, 78 

Bhāsyārtha-nyāya-mālā, 81 

Bhātta-cintāmaņi, 515 

Bhāū Sastri, 11 n. 

bhāva, 193, 412 

Bhāva-dīpikā, 443 

bhāva-mātra, 19 

Bhavamisra, 435 

bhāvanā, 235, 480—482 

bhāvanā-mātra-sāra, 235 


Bhāvanā-viveka,87 n. 
Bhāva-prakāša, 263, 288n.1, 433, 
435, 436 


Bhāva-prakāšikā, 79 

bhava-riipa, 105, 114 

Bhāva-suddhi, 87 n. 

Bhāva-tattva-prakāšikā, 98, 148 

bhāvatva, 142 x 

Bhāvaviveka, 164, 165 

bhāvābhāvayor dvayor api paraspara- 
pratiksepatmakatvat, 142 

bhāvādvaita, 85 

Bhāvārtha-dīpikā, 79 

Bhāvivikta, 172 

bheda, 92, 116, 218, 401 n. 

Bheda-dhikkāra, 51, 54, 55, 216, 
218 » » 
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Bheda-dhikkāra-satkriyā, 51, 55 

Bheda-dhikkāra-satkriyojjvalā, 51 

bhedābheda, 44, 46, 201, 202; earliest 
references to, 43; philosophy of 
Bhartrprapafica, 43 

bhedābheda-vāda, 42, 43 

Bhela, 285 n.6, 340, 341, 395, 432; 
his psycho-physiological theories, 
340 ff. 

Bhela-samhitā, 432 

bhesaja, 275, 295, 370 

Bhesaja-kalpa, 432, 436 

bhesajani, 281 

bhiksu, 505 

Bhisma, 543 

bhoga-gandham pcrityajet, 267 

Bhoja, 324 n., 427, 428, 435 

Bhoja-tantra, 435 

bhoktr, 244 

Bhrama-ghna, 432 

bhrājaka, 303, 330, 351 

bhruvor madhye, 449 n. 2 

bhyūga-rāja, 297 

Bhusunda, 257 

Bhuvah, 76 

Bhuvanasundara Süri, 120, 123 

Bhüh, 76 

bhümi, 292 n. 

bhüta, 261, 282, 302 n. 2, 314 n., 315, 
319, 334, 371 

bhüta-hitatva, sos 

bhūta-prakrti, 197 

bhüta-süksmaih, 311 

bhūta-vidyā, 276, 425 

bhūta-vikāra, 358 n. 

bhūtātman, 303, 304, 415 

bhūtesu dayā, 510 

Bibliotheca Indica, 344 n. 

Bile, 276, 317, 325 

Bilious fever, 298 

Billows, 329 

Binding, 497 

Biomotor, 261, 515; forces, 75, 259, 
262; functions, 104 

Birth, 498, 512, 519 

Bitter, 242, 337 1., 357, 359 

bīja, 235 

bijankuravat, 257 

Blackness, 238 œ 

Bladder, 289, 290, 336, 348, 351 

Blame, 512 

Blind, 309 

Blindness, 333, 342 

Bliss, 46, 450, 504; of mind, 513 

Elissfulness, 223 

Blood, 282, 298, 304, 307, 313, 317, 
318, 322-324, 329-331, 335. 347, 
348, 352, 361, 372; currents, 348 
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Bloomfield, 276 n., 295 

Blue, 13, 19, 26, 27, 29, 30-32, 71, 
117, 176, 330, 344; 349; awareness, 
70, 71 

Boastfulness, 373 

Bodha-sāra, 57 

Bodha-vidhi, 79 

bodhātmaka, 265 

Bodhāyana, 43, 251 

Bodhāyana-Grhya-sesa-sūtra, 550 

Bodhāyana-Pitr-medha-sūtra, 550 

Bodhendra, 79 

Bodhi-caryāvatāra-pafījikā, 4 n., 501 

Bodhisattva, 513 

Bodiless emancipation, 252 

Bodily, 500; exercises, 419 

Body, 248, 261, 320, 325, 327, 331, 
340, 352, 365, 387, 447, 469, 498, 
501 

Body-building, 338 

Bolling, 289, 299, 301 x. 2 

Bond, 497 

Bondage, 174, 181, 187, 204, 232, 246, 
252, 267, 415, 470, 488, 497, 520 

Bone, 278, 279, 317, 324, 348, 352; 
channels, 348 

Bony materials, 347 

“Bower Manuscripts," 435 

brahma-bhūta, 474, 475 

brahma-bhüya, 474. 

brahma-caitanya, 77 

brahma-cakra, 353 n. 

brahma-carya, sos 

Brahmacārin, 282, 449, 505 

Brahmadatta, 99 

Brahmadeva, 427, 428 

Brahmagraha, 300 

Brahmahood, 37, 55, 81, 92, 450, 475, 
477, 513 

Brahma-jāla-sutta, 394 

Brahma-knowledge, 43, 47, 56, 85, 
87, 100, 115, 203, 204, 223, 227, 
252 

Brahman, 1, 2, 8, 10, 11, 16, 28, 36-39, 
41, 42, 45-48, 51, 73, 80, 84, 88, 9o, 
96, 99-102, 104—106, 110, 112-115, 
118, 126, 128,:156, 163, 168, 170, 
190, 191, 195, 196, 202, 203, 205, 
215, 217, 221, 222, 234, 236-238, 
240, 243-245, 265, 271, 275, 340, 
386, 437, 439, 440, 448, 450, 454, 
473-476, 485, 486, 494, 495, 514, 
523, 524, 530, 533, 534, 538, 548; 
nature of causality, 10, 11 

Brahma na jagat-kāraņam, 84 

Brahmanandin, 43 x. 

brahma-nadi, 354, 356 

brahman-consciousness, 77 
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Brahma-nirvàna, 474 

Brahmano mukhe, 474 

Brahma-pariņāma-vāda, 43 

Brahma-prakāšikā, 49, 82 n. 

brahma-randhra, 353 n., 356 

Brahma-raksasa, 282 

Brahma-siddhi, 83, 84, 86—88, 92, 93, 
95, 98, 106, 117, 1107., 112, 178, 
198, 199 

Brahma-siddhi-tikà, 45, 83 

Brahma-siddhi-vyākhyā-ratna, 83 

Brahma-stuti, 148 n. 

Brahma-sūtra, 2, 5, 6, 8, 25, 28, 29, 
43 n., 46, 56, 82, 92, 103, 108 n., 
148 n., 189, 196, 204, 205, 218, 220, 
246 n., 250 n., 251, 391, 495, 549; 
discussion as to whether it pro- 
fesses pure monism or bhedàbheda, 
44 fĒ.; does not support Sankara's 
philosophy, 2 

Brahma-sūtra-bhāsya, 30, 80, 81, 
148 n. 

Brahma-sūtra-bhāsya-vyākhyā, 82 n. 

Brahma - sütra - bhāsyārtha - samgraha, 
82 n. 

Brahma-sūtra-dīpikā, 82 

Brahma-sütra-vrtti, 82 

Brahma-sūtro-panyāsa, 82 n. 

Brahma-tattva-prakasika, 82 n. 

Brahma-tattva-samīksā, 12 

Brahma-tattva-samhitoddīpanī, 45 n. 

Brahma-vaivarta, 274, 432, 433 n. 

Brahmavāda, 283 

Brahma-Veda, 280 n. 

brahma-vicāra, 56 

Brahma-vidyabharana, 56, 82 n. 

brahma-vihāra, 460, 501 

Brahmavijfiana, 54 

brahma-yajfia, 487 

Brahmā, 197, 229, 245, 274, 423, 519, 
539, 546 

Brahmānanda Giri, 443 

Brahmānanda Sarasvati, 54, 57 n., 77n., 
79, 81, 82, 251 n., 252 n. 

Brahmānanda-vilāsa, 57 n. 

Brahmānanda Yati, 82 

Brahmin Sutīksņa, 230 

Brahmopanisat, 251 

Brain, 340, 353 n., 356 

Bravery, 502 

Brāhmaņas, 292, 295 n. 1, 301, 420 

Brāhmins, 228, 469, 488, 498, 502, 504, 
505-507, 512, 513, 539 

Breast, 286 

Breath, 259 

Breath-control, 268, 444, 447, 448, 
455 

Breathing activity, 75 


Breathing forth, 259 
Breath-regulation, 256 

Breeding, 505 

Broken, 337, 338 

Bronchi, 286 n. 2 

Bronchial tubes, 289 x. 3 

Bronchitis, 386 

Brow, 287 
Brhad-āraņyaka-bhāsya-tīkā, 193 
Brhad-āraņyaka-bhāsya-vāritika - tīkā, 


193 
Brhad-āraņyaka Upanisad, 1, 73, 78, 


83, 251, 259 n. 3, 260, 288 n. 1, 344,, 


345, 391, 394 
Brhad-āraņyakopanisad-bhāsya, 48, 78 
Brhad-āraņyakopanisad-bhāsya-vāriti- 

ka, 78, 98 
Brhad-yoga-vāsistha, 232 
Brhal-laghu-panjika, 428 
Brhaspati-smrti, 251 
budbuda, 312 n.3 
Buddha, 22 n., 61, 276, 424, 459, 498, 
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Buddhadeva, 171 

Buddhaghosa, 164. 

Buddhapālita, 164, 165 

Buddhas, 3 

Buddhi, 75, 76, 104, 109, 179-181, 238, 
239, 245, 262, 305, 341, 344, 347 n., 
369, 373, 386, 387, 458, 463, 464, 
484 n. 1, 524 

Buddhism, 58, 117, 228, 450 n. 1, 459, 
461, 495, 498, 504, 521; analysis of 
recognition, 65; and Vedānta on the 
notion of self-consciousness and re- 
cognition of identity, 33 ff.; avidyà in, 
and in Gitd, 498—500; criticisms of the 
concept of God of Nyāya and Yoga, 
176-178; criticism of the Sāmkhya 
pariņāma doctrine, 171 ff.; develop- 
ment of the foetus in the Sali-stam- 
ba-sūtra, 307 ; ideal life of Mahāyāna, 
501; its arguments against the self 
as individual entity, 58 ff.; its at- 
tempt to interpret self-identity by 
the assumption of two separate con- 
cepts, 68; its criticism of Nyāya- 
Vaišegika categories, 187 f£. ; its criti- 
cism of the Vedaatic identity of self 
as shown in memory, 66; its doctrine 
of momentariness and artha-kriyā- 
kāritā, 182 ff.; its idealism com- 
pared with that of Sankara and Yoga- 
vāsistha, 268 ff.; its refutation of 
criticism of the non-permanency of 
entities by heretical thinkers, 185 ff. ; 
refutation of the soul theory of 
various systems of Indian thought in, 
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178-181; sila in, 500, 501; status of 
the object in, 35; the Vatsiputriyas 
doctrine of soul, 59 ff.; Vasubandhu’s 
refutation of the soul theory of the 
Vatsiputriyas in, 58 ff.; views, list 
of, in, 496 ff. 

Buddhist arguments, 176, 188 

Buddhistic, 119, 151, 170, 395, 521, 
551 

Buddhistic idealism, 2, 3, 22 n., 25-27, 
29, 30, 35, 205, 270, 398; its ex- 
planation of the apparent duality of 
object and awareness, and the diver- 
sity of objects, 26; its theory that 
things simultaneous are identical, 
26n.; that all ideas are due to 
vāsanās, 26 

Buddhistic nihilism, 2, 3 

Buddhist Legends, 248 n. 

Buddhist logicians, 166, 170 

Buddhists, 5, 9, 31, 32, 33, 65, 67, 
68, 71, 96, 108, 113, 115, 118, 124, 
125, 136, 171, 172, 186—189, 269, 
367, 375, 399, 412, 415, 433, 435, 
496, 499-501, 511, 514, 517, 521; 
deny any being as the ground 
of world-appearance which is like 
dreams, 5; their quarrel with 
the Vedāntins regarding the nature 
of existence as causal efficiency, 


32 
Buddhist subjective idealists, 211 
Buddhist writers, 51, 171 
buddhitvākalanam, 236 
buddhi-vaisesika, 342 
buddhi-vibhramša, 416 
buddhi-yoga, 444, 451, 452 
buddhy-adhisthāna, 316 
Bulletin de l' Académie des Sciences de 

Russie, 59 n., 61 n., 62 n. 
Burlingame, E. W., 248 
Burning, 97, 335 n. 

Bühler, G., 550 


caitanya, 207 

Caitraratha Forest, 357 

cakra, 355, 455 

cakra-bhramivad-dhrta-šarīrah, 250 

Cakradatta, 426, 431 

Cakrapāņidatta, 275, 276 n., 277, 302 
n., 303 7., 304, 308, 310, 3I27., 
313 n., 314, 315, 318, 319 M., 322 n., 
323, 3247., 3277., 332". 335, 
338 7., 339 1., 340, 343, 347, 348 n., 
349. 3607., 361 n., 362-371, 373- 
376, 380 n., 384 n., 395, 396, 405 7., 
406 n., 415 n., 425-428, 430-435 

Cala system, 454 2 


caksur-vaisesika, 341 

cala, 332, 338 

Caland, W., 345 n. 

Calcutta University, 2 n. 

Camphor, 91 

Canals, 352 

Canda, 539 

Candracandana, 434 

Candragomin, 49 

Candrakirti, 3, 51, 164-168, 171, 307; 
and Dinnāga, 167 

candramah, 292 n. 

Candrikā, 98, 99, 192, 232 

Canvas, 199 

caņdāla, 512 

Candesvara Varman, 78 

Capacity, 40 

Caraka, 263, 274, 275, 279, 285 n. 
286 n., 287 n., 292, 301, 302, 304, 
307, 312, 314-316, 322 n., 327, 329, 
332, 334-336, 339, 340, 342, 343, 
346, 348, 349, 352, 355—357, 359 n. 
360 n., 363-366, 368, 369, 371, 372, 
375, 376, 378-380, 382, 383, 384 7., 
386 n., 388, 389, 393, 395-397, 399, 
400, 401-409, 4II, 415, 417-423, 
427-429, 431-435, 471-473, 475 

Caraka-candrikā, 431 

Caraka-paiijikà, 431 

Caraka-parisista, 429 

Caraka-samhitā, 273 n., 277, 278, 291, 
302 n., 308 n., 310 n., 313 n, 314, 
315 n., 318 n., 319 n., 323 n., 324, 
326 n., 327 n., 331, 332 n., 334 n., 
335 n., 336 "., 339 na, 340, 3421., 
347, 348 n., 360, 361 n., 363, 366 n., 
367 n., 369, 3707., 371, 3737. 
3741., 375 n., 376 n., 377, 386 n, 
392, 393, 395, 396 n., 397-402, 411, 
416, 422, 426, 427, 429, 471, 472, 
473 n., 477 

Caraka-tattva-pradīpikā, 431 

Caraka-tātparya-tīkā, 310 n., 431 

Cardiac plexus, 355 

Caritrasimha, 126 n. 

caritta, 500 

Cartilages, 286 n., 322 

Caste, 501, 503, 505 

Caste-duty, 486, 487, 502-505, 507, 
508, 513, 514 

Categorical imperative, 493 

Category, 12, 15, 24, 146, 147, 157, 
163, 170, 187, 191, 237, 366, 369, 
372, 389 

Cattle, 301 

Cattle-shed, 509 

catur-aņuka, 189, 190 

Catur-mata-sāra-samgraha, 219 
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cauryābhāva, 505 

Causal, 176, 521; agent, 74, 177; ap- 
paratus, 182; complexes, 4; effi- 
ciency, 32, 95, 136, 137, 185; forces, 
174; moment, 185; nature, 184; 
operation, 25, 41, 144, 173, 175, 186, 
517; state, 37; substance, 172; trans- 
formation, 44, 172 

Causality, 31 n., 148, 172, 186, 221, 
396; of Brahman, 106; of the world 
due jointly to Brahman and Māyā 
according to Padārtha-tattva, 10 

Causation, 164, 168 

Cause, 3, 11, 22n., 38-40, 95, 144, 
145, 152, 160, 161, 166, 183, 186, 
188, 190, I91, 195, 203, 215, 337» 
366, 372, 374, 375, 389, 396-398, 
516, 517; and effect, 191; of atoms, 
187; of the world, 37; unknown, 
360 

Cause-effect, 375, 376 

Causeless, 161, 187 

Cavity, 352 

caya, 335 

caya-kāraņa-vidvesa, 335 n. 

cáganussati, 459. 

* Cāraņa-vaidya, 283, 284 

Cārvāka, 387, 402 

Central Asia, 435 

Central seat, 357 

Centres, 16 

Cerebral region, 353, 354 

Cerebrum, 353 7., 356, 357 

Ceremonies, 468 

Cervical plexus, 353 

Cessation, 21, 234, 242; from work, 
507; of desires, 444; of work, 508 

cestā, 327, 472 

cestitam, 371 

cetanā, 23, 36, 302, 316, 360 n., 368, 
471, 477, 500 

cetanā-dhātu, 472 

cetanā-pratisandhātā, 366 

cetanavantah, 410 

cetas, 254, 366 

cetasika, 500 

ceto-vimutti, 460 

cetya-samyoga-cetanát, 236 

cetyatva, 236 

Ceylonese, 164 

chadmanā, 478 

chala, 385, 386 n., 401 

Chandah-prašasti, 126 

Chandas, 24, 275 n., 496, 547 

Change, 45 

Changeable, 16, 221 

Changeful, 241 

Changeless, 11, 13, 240; being, 51 
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Changing, 189; association, 63; con- 
tents, 15; materiality, 51; objects, 
33; stātes, 33 
Channel, 291, 324, 344, 347 | 
Character, rs, 18, 27 n., 132, 187, 
188 
Character-appearance, 13 | 
Characteristic, 4, 6, 18, 38, 162, 176, 
182, 199, 200, 228, 233, 251, 371,512 
Characterized appearances, 22 n., 23; 
entities, 22 
Characterless entity, 271 
Chariot, 229 
Charm, 280,281,293-299, 301 ; system, 
294 
Chāndogya, 78, 246, 250 m., 259 n., 
260, 276 n., 345, 346, 520 
Chāndogya-bhāsya-tīkā, 193 
Chāndogya Upanisad, 43 n., 333. 344 2-5 
345 N., 498, 521, 544, 548 n. 
Chāndogya-Upanisad-vārttika, 43 n. 
Chāyā-vyākhyā, 262 ( 
chedana, 358 | 
chedanīya, 357 
Cheeks, 326 n. 1 
Chemical changes, 317 i 
Chemistry, 357 
Chest, 336 
chidra-malas, 326 n. 
Chimerical, 131 
Chintamani, T. R., 196 
Cholera, 282 
Christianity, 550 i 
Church Street, 14 Y 
Chyle, 317, 322-324, 328, 330, 331, | 
348, 349 | | 
cic-chāyāpatti, 89 n. 
Cid-ānanda-dasaslokī, 79 
ānanda-stava-rāja, 79 i 
cid-Gtman, 112 
cikitsā, 278, 288 n., 392, 430 | 4) 
Cikitsā-daršana, 432 p 
Cikitsā-kaumudī, 432 || 
Cikitsā-sāra-tantra, 432 ķi 
Cikitsā-sthāna, 429 i 
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Cikitsa-tattva-vijfidna, 432 ļ 
cikitsitam, 276 | 
cikīrsā, 515 | 
cin-mátra-sambandhint, 197 i 
cin-mātrāšrita-visayam ajfiánam, 85 i 
Cinnabomma, 219 Di 
cintya, 343 1 
cira-jagara, 267 
cirāj-jāgrat-sthita, 266 i 
Circular bone, 284 n. 4 | 
Circulation, 323 i 
Circulatory system, 323 | 
Circumstance, 233 » 
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cit, 89, 89 n., 235, 243, 244, 271 

citra-bhitti, 104 

Citra-mimamsa, 220 

citrini, 353, 356 

citriņī nàdi, 354, 356 

Citsukha, 49-51, 53, 58, 83, 86, 87 n., 
92, 116, 119, 124, 138, 147, 148, 149 
n., 1507., 152, 154, 156, 157, 160— 
163, 171, 172, 192, 194, 198, 217, 
218, 222 n.; awareness of aware- 
ness impossible, 150, 151; his analy- 
sis of illusion, 155; his criticism of 
the atomic theory, 157, 158; his 
criticism of “cause” (kāraņa), 160 
ff.; his criticism of Nyāya categories, 
156; his date and works, 148; his 
definition of self-revealing con- 
sciousness, 148-150; his quarrel 
with Prabhākara on the subject of 
illusion, 154 ff.; his refutation of 
the category of time, 156, 157; his 
refutation of class-concepts (jāti), 
160; his refutation of dravya, 161, 
162; his refutation of numbers, 158; 
his refutation of qualities (guna), 
162, 163; his refutation of space, 
157; his treatment of the falsehood 
of the world-appearance, 152, 153; 
his treatment of nescience (ajñāna), 
153; main content of his Tattva- 
pradipikà, 148 n.; nature of self, 151, 
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Citsukha Ācārya, his refutation of the 
Nyāya definition of perception, 138 

cit-svarūpāh, 411 

citta, 75, 234, 238, 239, 243, 250, 256, 
258, 265, 292, 305, 306, 341 

citta-camatkāra, 236 

citta-vimukti, 265 

citta-vrtti, 264. 

cittinah, 292 n. 5 

Cipudru, 299 n. 2 

Class-concept, 40, 108, 131, 132, 139, 
148, 159, 162, 163, 187, 188, 194, 
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Class-duties, 486 

Class-nature, 188, 189 

Clavicle, 286 n. 2 

Cleanliness, 505 “ 

Clinging, 497 

“Closed,” 3 

Cloth, 189 

Clouds, 205 

Coarse, 337 n. 

Coccyx, 285 n., 287 n. 

Cognition, 18-21, 23, 70, 136, 149, 
153, 180, 188, 214, 239, 243, 274 

Cofhitional character, 29 


567 


Cognitional existence, 58 

Cognitive activities, 256 

Cognitive functions, 256 

Cognitive nerves, 342 

Cognitive operation, 211 

Cognitive process, 206 

Cognitive relation, 213 

Cognitive senses, 76, 5oo 

Cognitive states, 151, 250, 251 

Cognized object, 19, 22 

Cognizer, 19, 22, 23, 351 

Cognizing, 15; activity, 
faculty, 180 

Coherence, 15 

Cola country, 148 n. 

Cold, 242, 301, 320, 321, 332, 337 n. 
357, 358, 360, 361, 362 n., 365, 408, 
419, 500, 510, 511 

Colic, 346; pain, 298 

Collar bone, 286 n., 287 

Collocating, 138, 160; 
161 

Collocation, 168, 174, 187, 516; of 
causes, 161, 472, 473; of things, 
161 

Collyrium, 238 

Colour, 24, 60, 181, 186, 188, 191, 194, 
199, 289, 327, 330, 355, 360, 367, 
377; cognition, 180; particles, 25 n. 

Colouredness, 374 

Colouring pitta, 326 n. 

Combination, 189, 360 

Combinations of atoms, 20 

Command, 48 

Commentary, 27 n., 29, 38, 43, 52, 54, 
99, 102, 103, 107, 108, 196, 219, 
232, 354 n. 

Commentator, 51, 164 

Common duty, 505-507 

Common good, 506 

Common self, 181 

Commonsense, 3; view, 2, 508 

Common well-being, 506 

Communion, 451, 457-459, 466, 467, 
470, 490, 492, 501, 503, 504, 530 

Community, 506 

Compact, 337 7. 

Compassion, 511 

Compendium, 214 

Compilation, 49 

Compilers, 53 

Complex, 4, 25, 65, 215; quality, 17, 
18 


104, 149; 
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Compounding, 370 
Conative senses, 75 

Conceit, 373, 409, 510 
Conceive, 254 
Concentration, 460, 500, 504 


568 Index 


Concept, 234; of contact, 158 

Conception, 236, 247, 524 

Conception of Buddhist Nirvāņa, The, 
164 n., 166 n. 

Concepts of duality, 193 

Conceptual, 236; activity, 236; crea- 
tion, 237, 243, 244 

Conch-shell, 6, ror, 114, 134-137; 
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Conclusion, 163, 173, 373, 376-378, 
383, 387 

Concomitance, 19, 121, 140, 141, 194, 
374, 388 n., 397 d 

Concrete, 25, 235 7.; duration, 212; 
individual, 239; state, 236 

Conditional, 142 

Conditionality of relations, 142 

Conditioning knowledge, 18 

Conditions, 16, 182, 184 

Conduct, 500, 503 

Conformations, 498 

Congenital vāta, 337 

Conglomeration, 164, 166 

Conjeeveram, 98 

Conjunction, 40 

Connection, 355 

Connotation, 475 

Conscious, 15, 371; centre, 16; mo- 
ments, 62; states, 13, 187 

Consciousness, 14, 18, 28, 30, 33, 35; 
62-65, 69, 71, 72, 148, 149, 153, 
164, 199, 20I, 205-207, 209, 210, 
213, 215, 222, 234, 271, 310, 314, 
318, 360, 366, 368, 369, 387, 406, 
471, 477, 498, 532; of relationing, 
33; pure, 22 

Consequence, 183 

Conservation of energy, 517 

Constant, 63 

Constituent, 17, 18, 74, 322, 371, 525; 
elements, 59, 304 

Constitution, 334 

Constitutional, 335 

Constitutive stuff, 48 

Constructive, 331; instincts, 23; prin- 
ciples, 333; tendencies, 24 

Consumption, 298, 386 

Contact, 190, 194, 360,373, 374, 381 7.; 
of atoms, 190 

Contact-points, 188 

Container, 22, 144 

Contemporary, 50 

Contentless, 182 

Contentment, 490, 492, 501, 503 

Content of recognition, 66 

Contiguity, 367 

DEAN 15, 21; of consciousness, 
180 : 


Continuous, 241; appearance, 25 7.; 
perception, 213 

Contradiction, 110, 137, 147 

Contrary, 17 

Control, 256, 419; of anger, 505, 510; 
of mind, 505, 510 

Controller, 215 

Controversy, 125 

Cooking, 97, 188, 331 

Co-operant, 184 

Co-operation, 11, 326 

Cordier, Dr P., 425 n., 427, 429 

Co-religionists, 501 

Coronation ceremony, 282 

Corporeal, 512 

Correspondence, 134 

Cosmic universe, 524 

Cosmic world, 526 

Costal cartilages, 286 n. 1 

Cotyloid cavity, 287 n. 

Cough, 296, 298, 300 n. 

Country, 370 

Courage, 328, 333 

Course, 519 

Covetous, 498, 498 n. 

Covetousness, 497, 498 

Cow, 159, 420, 509, 512 

Cranial bones, 287 7. 

Cranium, 287 

Craving, 504 

Creation, 72, 178, 234, 235, 242 

Creationism, 1 

Creative power, 74 

Creative thought movement, 235 7. 

Creator, 2, 39, 41, 176, 177 

Creed, sor 

Critical thinking, 264 

Criticism, 35, 146, 156, 165, 166, 171, 
192, 204, 388; of qualities, 194 

Cruelty, 373, 409, 510 

Cupidity, 497 

Curatives, 280 

Curator, 205 

Curd, 40 

Cures, 280 

Currents of sensation, 340 

Cursing, 282 

Customary morality, 504, 523 

Customs, 127, 489,°503 

Cyavana, 432 D 

Cycle, 526 


dahana, 333 

daharādhikaraņa, 205 n. 

daiva, 253-255, 310, 407, 408, 472, 
515 

daiva yajfia, 487 

daivī saimpat, 510 x 
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daksiņā, 292, 544 

daksiņāyana, 519 

dama, 495, 505 

Damsel, 229 

Dancing, 498 n. 

dantolükhala, 287 n. 4 

daršana, 455 

dasa-kusala-kamma, 498 

Dasgupta, S. N., 17, 449 n. 1, 501 n. 

Dašarathapriya, 99 

Dasa-sloki-mahā-vidyā-sūtra, 120 

Dasa-šlokī, 79 

Data of experience, 157. 

Dattātreya, 443 

Datum of perception, 212 

Days, 156 

dāksya, 505 n. 

dāna, 505 n., 544 

Dārila, 284, 293 

Dārila Bhatta, 275 

dāruņa, 3321. 

Death, 248, 299, 336, 498, 501, 512, 
523, 526 

Deathless, 518, 526 

Debate, 377 

Decay, 498 

Deccan, Early History of the, 540 
nt 

Decisions, 24, 373, 384 

Decoction, 390 n. 

Deeds, 242, 248 

Deep sleep, 232 

Defeat, 512 

Defects, 38, 214 

Deficiency, 319, 326, 335 

Definition, 127, 136, 143, 145, 159- 
161, 192; 0f cause, 186 ; of perception, 
137 

deha, 446 n. 3 

deha-sambhava-hetavah, 330 

Dejection, 230 

Delirium, 298, 333 

Deliverance, 267 

Delivery, 290 n. 3 

Delusion, 170, 245, 499, 500, 510 

Demerit, 249, 409, 416 

Demons, 230, 295, 300, 468, 478, 
535 

Denotation of wards, 187 

Denunciation, 512 

Denutritive, 357, 358 

Dependence, 10, 529 

Dependent on being, 36 

Desirable, 512 

Desire, 24, 91, 178, 179, 252, 264, 
324, 360, 370, 373, 375» 499, 411, 
412, 422, 442, 450, 451, 453, 477» 
484, 488, 495, 498, 501, 503, 504, 


507-511, 516, 519, 520, 522, 529; 
bonds of, 268; for life, 405 
Desirelessness, 228, 490 
Desisting, 500 
Destiny, 253, 354, 360, 370, 404, 526 
Destroyed cause, 186 x. 
Destructibility, 386 x. 
Destructible, 197, 512 
Destruction, 182, 235, 238; of the 
atoms, 191; of citta, 268; of mind, 
448 
Destructive, 331; play, 178 
deša, 358, 389 
deša-kāla-kriyā-dravyaih, 240 
Detached, 452 
Detachment, 475 
Determinant of causality, 186 
Determinate, 23; perception, 97; 
thought, 25 
Determination, 23 n., 55, 75, 186 
Determine, 23 
deva, 314 
Devadatta, 62, 75 
Devagiri, 123 
Devakī, 544 
Devaki-putra, 544 
Devarāma Bhatta, 81 
devatā, 43 
deva-yāna, 519, 521 
Devādarša, 283 
Devendra, 55 
Devešvara, 111 
Devotee, 532 e 
Devotion, 439-441, 503, 523, 531, 534, 
547; to Vedic gods, 505 
dhairya, 264, 505 
dhamani(ī), 289, 290, 343, 344 n., 346- 
350, 351 n., 352, 355; its pre-Cara- 
kian senses discussed, 345, 346 
Dhamma-pada, 248, 489, 490, 493 
dhanaisaņā, 405 
Dhanaiüjaya, 75 
dhanur-ākāre, 354 
„Dhanur-veda, 274 
Dhanvantāri, 316, 424, 425, 432, 433 
dharma, 21, 22 n., 131, 199, 327, 410— 
412, 416, 419, 479, 483, 484, 486- 
488, 494, 503, 525, 538 
Dharma-dharmi-viniscaya, 49 
dharma-kāya, 22 n. 
Dharmakirti, 137, 171 
dharma-ksetra, 502 
dharma-megha, 251 
Dharma-mīmāmsā-paribhāsā, 220 
Dharmaraja Adhvarindra, 52 n., 53, 54, 
89 n., 105, 198 n., 208, 212, 214, 217 
dharma-samketa, 185 
dharma-šāstra, 547 
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dharma-sraddhà, 505 

Dharmatrāta, 171 

dharma-vicàra, 56 

Dharmaya Diksita, 220 

dharmya, 514 

dhànya, 317 

dhāraņa, 328, 342, 454, 455 

dhārin, 343, 368 n. 

dhātu, 22 n., 276, 304, 307, 317, 319, 
320, 324-329, 331-333, 343, 347; 
349, 389 

dhātu-mala, 331, 332 

dhátu-rasa, 323 n. 

dhātu-rūpa-rasa, 322 

dhātu-sāmyam, 327 n. 

dhātu-vaisamya, 319, 320, 326, 328, 
329, 339 

dhátu-vyühana, 315 

dhi, 328, 505 

dhi-dhrti-smrti-vibhragta, 416 

Dhruva, Mr, 400 z. 

dhruvo, 22 n. 

dhrti, 373, 470, 505 n., 510 

dhrti-vibhramša, 416 

dhūma-pā, 420 

dhūmo, 497 

dhyāna, 256, 342, 454, 455 

Dhyāna-bindu, 455 

dhyāna-yoga, 448, 458 

Diabetes, 282, 296 

Diagnosis, 301 

Dialectic, 118, 127, 170, 171, 225 n.; 
criticism, 156; methods, 119; Nā- 
gārjuna and Vedānta, 163; of San- 
kara, 189; Sriharsa and Nagarjuna, 
163 ff. 

Dialectical, 51, 72, 146; arguments, 
218; criticism, 92; subtleties, 192; 
thought, 147 

Diarrhoea, 206, 299, 300 n. 2 

Diet, 384 

Difference, 14, 17, 18, 26 n., 27, 30, 
63, 65, 76, 88, 92, 95-97, 116, 117, 
127, 130-132, 148, 161, 199, 200, 
202, 209, 210, 370; numerical, 14; 
of characters, 370; of identity, 370 

Difference- between - awareness - and - 
object, 17 

Difference- of -awareness - from - the- 
object, 18 

Different, 28, 64, 358, 359; classes, 
161; effects, 161; measure, 190 

Differentiate, 143 

Differentiation, 23 x. 

Digestion, 303, 322, 323 n., 336, 361- 
363, 365 n., 370 

Digestive fire, 333 

Digestive function, 328 
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Digits, 285 

Dihaka, 426 

dik, 157 

Dinakari, 264 n. 

Dinnāga, 26 n., 27 n., 30, 35, 167, 171; 
and Candrakirti, 167 

Direct cognition, 32 

Direct perception, 374 

Disciplinary measure, 501 

Discipline, 514 

Discoveries, 280 

Discrimination, 23, 24, 250 

Discriminative knowledge, 250, 251, 
305 

Discussion, 99, 129, 377, 378, 392 

Disease, 280, 301, 320, 327-332, 335 
n., 336 n., 337, 359, 366, 370, 372, 
376, 377, 384, 385, 390, 393, 3973 
as modifications of dosas, 329; its 
causes, 320 ff.; its theory according 
to Samkhya and Nyāya, 328, 329 n. 

Diseases of the legs, 299 

Disgust, 501 

Disinclination, 244, 251, 504 

Disintegrating, 191, 265, 306 

Disjunction, 360 

Disliking, 358 

Dispute, 377, 379 

Dissection, 288 

Dissociation, 248, 268, 523 

Dissolution, 37, 109, 177, 191, 194, 
526; of ignorance, 85 

Distance, 360 

Distasteful, 357 

Distinct entities, 31 

Distinction, 14, 15, 401 n. 

Disturbance, 335 

Diverse, 367 

Diversity, 26, 38, 39, 195, 357; 367; 
of contents, 14 

Divine equipment, 510 

Divodāsa, 424, 432, 433 N. 1 

Dīdhiti, 126 n. 

dīksā, 292 n. 

Dīpikā, 78 

Doctrine, 227, 375, 591, 517, 520, 521, 
525 

Dogs, 291, 512 

Doing good to living beings, 505 

Dominant, 358 1 

Dormant, 164 

doga, 300, 319, 325, 327, 328, 332, 334- 
337, 339, 341, 362, 366, 372, 383, 
390, 413, 497; according to Sušruta, 
329, 330 

dosa-prakrtih, 334 n. 

dosābhāva, 214 

Doubt, r41, 148, 377, 383, 500 *” 
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Dramidācārya, 43 

drastr, 88 

drava, 359 n. 

dravya, 187, 193, 359-363, 365, 369, 
371, 373 

Dravya-guņa-samgraha, 364 

dravya-prabhāva, 359, 363 

dravya-yajfia, 487 

dravyātmakatā guņasya, 191 

Dream appearances, 203 

Dream conceptions, 240 

Dream construction, 21, 240 

Dream experience, 6, 8, 28, 241, 266 

Dream ideas, 26 

Dream knowledge, 310, 355 

Dreamless sleep, 53, 101, 154, 215 

Dream life, 80 

Dream objects, 36 

Dream perceptions, 80 

Dream persons, 266 

Dream state, 195, 240 

Dreams, 5, 19-21, 25, 26, 194, 269, 
270, 283 

Drink, 330, 501 

droha, 413 

Dropsy, 282 

Drought, 370 

Drugs, 277 

Drug system, 294 

Drupada, 541 

Dry, 332, 357, 361, 408; country, 370 

Dryness, 358, 360, 362 n., 365 

Drdhabala, 348 n., 359, 426, 429—431, 
433, 434 

Drdhabala samskāra, 434 

drdha-bhāvanā, 256 

Drg-dršya-prakaraņa, 79 

drk, 152, 199 

drk and drsya, 200 

drk-sthiti, 454 

drsah adrsyatvat, 199 

dyšya, 88, 152, 199, 232 

dréyamana, 369 

drstānta, 194, 375, 378, 381 n., 383 

drstanta-sama, 381 n. 

drstānta-viruddha, 385 

drstārtha, 383 

drsti, 221 

Drsti-srsti, 17 n. © 

Drsti-srsti school, 16 

drsti-srsti-vāda, 52, 84, 364 

Dual experience, 213 

Dualistic, 2; writers, 192 

Duality, 95, ror, 148, 221, 224, 226, 
243; of subject and object, 88 

Ducts, 344 n., 345, 346 

duhkha, 277, 371 

dul&ha-sahisnutà, 419 o, 


duhkham, 22 n. 

duhkhabhave, 92 n. 

Dullness, 303, 360, 373, 408 

duradhigamatā, 261 

Duration, 156 

Durgācārya, 535 

Durgāgupta, 432 

durnišcaya, 255 

Durņāmā, 300 

Duryodhana, King, 502 

Dusty, 408 

Dutt, Dr U. C., 429 

Duty, 373, 438, 439, 442, 444, 445, 
457, 480, 484, 501, 505-508, 520— 
523 

dūsya, 328 

Dvaidha-nirņaya-tantra, 432 

Dvaita, 57 n. 

dvaitādvaita, 44 

Dvayāvin, 300 

dvādašānguli, 257 

Dvāpara age, 410 

dvāra, 47, 112 

Dvārakā monastery, 192 

dvesa, 267, 370, 413, 414 

Dvivranīya, 430 

dvy-aņuka, 189, 190, 193 

Dyads, 189, 306 

dyauh, 292 n. 

Dying, 182 n. 

Dynamical, 234, 238 

Dynamic principle, 334 

Dalhana, 273, 277, 279, 286 n. 4, 302 
n. 2, 303, 313 n. 2., 314 N. 2, 329, 
330, 336 n., 349, 350, 351 ., 372, 
411, 424-428, 435 


Ear, 325, 326 n. 

Earth, 74, 187, 302, 359, 360, 362, 
367, 501 

Earthquake, 283 

Earthy, 357, 359 

Eating, 338, 501 

Eclipses, 283 

Ecstatic joy, 450, 453 

Effect, 3, 12, 38, 39, 41, 145, 161, 174— 
176, 183, 184, 186, 190, 3297., 
359 7., 360, 374, 396-398, 508, 517 

Effective tones, 23 

Effectuation, 27 n. 

Efficiency, 186, 327 

Effort, 248, 253, 254, 360, 369, 371, 
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Egg (born from), 309, 322 

Ego, 15, 77, 101, 102, 104, 179, 233, 
235, 266, 369 

Ego-feeler, 104 

Egoism, 24, 75, 360, 414, 510, 511 
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Egoistic, 217, 511 

ejā, 496 

Ejective forces, 327 

eka-jīva-vāda, 82 n. 

Eka-sloka, 78 

eka-vidhir eva anyavyavacchedah, 94 

ekanta, 389, 391, 546 

ekānta-dharma, 545 

ekanta-kalanah, 238 

ekāntin, 545 

Ekānti-Vaisņavas, 545 

ekārammana, 459 

ekārtha-kriyā-kāritā, 184 

ekāyana, 548 n. 3 

Element, 227, 302, 344, 358-360, 369, 
372, 468, 501, 515, 516 

Elemental, 334; body, 303; world, 215 

Elephant, 512 

Elevation, 532 

Eliminatory, 140 

Emanations, 1, 524 

Emancipation, 92, 99, 100, 115, 148, 
181, 185, 204, 227, 229, 234, 242, 
245, 246, 248, 249, 251, 266, 383, 
385 

Emblic Myrobalan, 294. 

Embryology, 273 

Emotional, 464. 

Emotions, 149, 152, 153, 245, 411 

Empirical, 366 

Encyclopaedia of Religion and Ethics, 
289 n. 4, 299, 301 n. 2 

Endeavour, 255 

Endurance, 495, 502, 505 n. 

Enemy, 295, 501, 509-511, 514 

Energy, 244, 327, 333, 373, 510 

Enjoyable, 464. 

Enjoyer, 181, 186, 526 

Enjoyment, 181, 229, 238, 246, 368, 
446, 470, 509, 522 

Enmity, 497 

Entity, 12, 15, 20, 21, 31, 31 n., 68, 
187, 233, 236 

Entrails, 289 

Envy, 497 

Epidemics, 408 

Epistemological, 32, 89 x. 

Epistemologically, 36 

Equanimity, 475, 477, 500, 501, 504, 
508, 511, 512, 530, 531; of mind, 511 

Equilibrium, 236, 237, 327, 3291., 
333, 358, 530 

Erroneous, 64; appearance, 65; im- 
positions, 21 

Error, 5, 417; of judgment, 416 

Eruptions, 326 n. 

Erysipelatous inflammation, 299 

esanā, esd, 496 


Eschatological, 520 

Eschatology, 517 

esse est percipi, 268, 272 

Essence, 38, 40, 129, 164, 168, 236, 242, 
358 

Essenceless, 8,35, 169, 233 ; products, 4. 

Essencelessness, 7, 35, 234 

Essentials, 159 

Established, 19 

Eternal, 24, 63, 73, 121, 179, 180, 188, 
369, 372, 379, 380; consciousness, 
181; entities, 187; soul, 179; sub- 
stances, 161; thing, 191 

Eternality, 191, 386 n. 

Eternity of atoms, 187 

Ether, 302 

Ethereal, 357, 359 

Ethical ideas, 496 

Ethics, 500, 501, 514 

Ethics of Buddhism, The, 496 n. 2 

Ethics of the Hindus, 506 n. 

Ever-existent, 18 

Evil, 445, 497, 498; effects, 408 

Evolutes, 172 

Evolution, 16, 24, 372, 410 n. 

Excitants, 29 

Excitation, 198 

Excitement, 409, 410 

Excreta, 317, 325, 327-330, 347, 350- 
352; channels, 348 

Exhalation, 258, 449, 459, 460 

Existence, 26 n., 32, 183, 193, 243, 
498, 517; of the soul, 383 

Existent, 12, 155, 194, 234, 239, 373; 
entity, 232 

Existing entity, 181-183 

Experience, 20, 22, 27, 33, 34, 44, 58, 
66, 68, 72, 75, 84, 94, 101, 111, 129 
138, 149, 150, 167, 179, 187, 203, 
266, 270, 271, 280, 368, 404, 465, 
468, 470, 499 

Experimenting, 384 

Expiating sins, 282 

Expiation, 508 

Expiration, 259, 262 

External, 271; characteristics, 21 ; kar- 
ma, 238; object, 17, 18, 20, 21, 26, 
27, 151, 269, 270, 272, 282, 366; 
senses, 156, 344; sensibles, 22; 
world, 25, 26, 26 7., 299, 211, 270 

Extinction, 249, sor 

Extra-individual reality, 89 n. 

Extra-mental, 24 

Extreme, 508; idealists, 21 

Extremism, 504 

Eye, 325, 326 n. 

Eyebrows, 342, 353 7., 355 

Eye-diseases, 246, 298 D 
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Fact, 236 

Factor, 516 

Fainting, 498 

Faith, 24, 373, 494, 505, 512 

yatana 17, 123, 194, 377, 378, 386, 
397 

Fallacious argument, 175 

False, 20, 27, 65, 129, 152, x55, 178, 
182, 213, 217; appearance, 6, 25 n., 


96,113, 156, 233; association, 154. 


cognition, 136; creations, 7, 8; ex- 
perience, 102, 154, 155; ignorance, 
4; knowledge, 8, 12, 155, 233, 
414; object, 113; perception, 155, 
224; predications, 8; presentations, 
155; relationing, 154; show, 37, 
38 

Falsehood, 154, 217, 498 n. ; two mean- 
ings of, 105 

Falsity, 152; of the world, 454 

Faridpur, 225 n. 

Fasting, 278, 497 

Fat, 317, 318, 322, 324, 325, 336, 347— 
349, 352, 361; channel, 348 

Fatality, 404 

Fate, 404. 

Fatness, 333 

Faults of expression, 146 

Faulty answer, 384 

Faulty statement, 384 

Fear, 333, 492, 510 

Feeble discrimination, 250 

Feeling, 23 n., 24, 71, 178, 179, 263, 
341, 412, 414, 498; as indifference, 
23 n.; of disgust, 461 

Feeling-stuff, 414 

Fellow-being, 511 

Fermen.ation, 336 n. 

Fetter, 497 

Fever, 282, 300, 396, 398 

Fibula, 285 x. 6 

Fiery, 357, 359; character, 331 

Filosofia Indiana, 398 n. 

Fineness, 360 

Finished discrimination, 250 * 

Finitude, 16 

Fire, 74, 140, 141, 160, 187, 194, 238, 
302, 331-334, 359, 526 

Firm will, 24 ^ 

Fistula, 276 

Five vayus, 75 

Fixation of will, 504 

Flame, 182, 184 

Flashing, 64 

Flesh, 291, 317, 322, 324, 331, 342; 
347, 349, 352, 361; currents, 348 

Flies, 409 

Flowers, 333 E 
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Fluids, 302 

Foam, 329 

Foe, 512 

Foetal development, 318; according to 
Atreya, 309, 310; divergences of 
view referred to, 316; in the Garbha 
Upanisad, 312 n.; its processes in 
Caraka and Suéruta, 317 ff. 

Foetus, 290, 302, 303, 306—308, 314— 
317, 322, 333, 346, 384, 406, 408 

Folklore, 295 x. 1 

Folk-notions, 295 x. 1 

Folly, 498 

Food, 330, 348, 349, 436, 5o1 

Food-juice, 308, 331, 345, 347, 350- 
352, 355 

Foolishness, 415, 509, 522 

Force, 253 

Forehead, 354. 

Forgiveness, 505, 510 

Forgiving nature, 505 n. 

Forgiving spirit, 510, 511 

Formalism, 119, 124, 125 

Formative, 415 

Formless, 254 

Foundation, 506 

Free-will, 252, 255 

Friend, 510-512 

Friendly, 578, 511 

Friendship, 460, 497, 529, 534 

Frogs, 109 

Fruition, 255; of actions, 472 

Fruits, 333 

Fruit-yielding actions, 246, 247 

Fuel, 249 

Full-moon, 520 

Function, 31, 179, 239, 366, 367, 525; 
of thought, 14 

Fury, 497 


Gadadhara, 428 

Gadādhara Bhattācārya, 119, 124 

gahanam, 496 

Gain, 503, 508, 512 

gala-ganda, 298 n. 

Gall-bladder, 288 

gandha, 194, 236, 350 

Gandhabba, 539 

Gandhamādana, 544 

Gandharva, 300 

gandharva-pattanam, 233 

Gandharva-tantra, 393 

gantā gacchati, 169 

gantho, 496 

Gangabhatta, 515 

Ganga, 354 

Gangādhara, 79, 347-349, 380 m.2., 
429-431 
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Gangādharendra Sarasvati, 56,220,231 
Gangahari, 79 
Gangāpurī Bhattāraka, 50, 51 
Gangeša, 54, 125, 126, 146 
Gangeša Upādhyāya, 119 
Gaņanātha Sen, Mahāmahopādhyāya, 
337 n, 353 n. 
gaņda-mālā, 298 
Gaņeša Bhisaj, 434 
Garbe, R., 550 
garbha-karā bhāvāh, 309 
Garbha Upanisad, 312 n.3 
garbhasaya, 313 
garbhotpada, 328 
Garland, 498 n., 525 
Garuda, 540 
Gauda, 126 
Gauda Abhinanda, 232 
Gauda Brahmānandu Sarasvatī, 79 
Gaudapāda, 2, 7, 21 n., 28, 30, 57 n., 
78, 80, 231, 234, 262 n. 1, 272 
Gauda-pāda-kārikā, 6, 25x 
Gaudapādīya-bhāsya, 78 
Gaudavaho, 111 
Gaudesvara Ācārya, 58 
Gaudorvisa-kula-praíasti, 126 
Gauri, 82 x. 
Gautama, 380, 386 n., 387, 394 
gavaya, 131 
gavīnikā, 290 n. 3 
gavinyau, 290 
Gayadāsa, 425, 427, 428, 431 
Gayi, 372, 410 Y 
gāho, 496 
Gandhara, 274, 298 n. 4 
gāndhārī, 353 
gayatri, 294 
gedho, 496 
Generality, 187 
Generator, 23 
Generic, 374 
Genesis, 235 
ghana, 235 n., 244, 314 
ghana-jāgaras, 267 
ghana-jāgrat-sthita, 266 
ghana-samvedana, 235 
ghana-spanda-kramāt, 235 n., 245 
ghanibhüya, 236 
Ghata-jātaka, 541, 542, 544 
ghora, 28x 
Ghosundi, 539 
ghosa, 350 
Ghosaka, 171 
giddhi, 496 ? 
Gifts, 267, 437, 441, 501, 513, 514 
Girvanendra Sarasvati, 52 n., 216 
Gita, 251, 418, 437-439, 443-448, 
450 m. 1, 452-455, 457-459, 462- 


468, 470-473, 475-479, 483-488, 
490, 492, 495, 496, 498-505, 507— 
517, 519-526, 529, 531-534, 536, 
541, 545, 546, 548, 549, 551, 552; 
analysis of how actions are perform- 
ed, 515, 516; avidyā in and in Bud- 
dhism, 498-500; Asvattha simile of 
the Upanisads, how applied in, 523, 
524; avyakta, its meanings in, 
470 ff.; Brahman, its meanings in, 
473 ff.; clinging to God, necessity 
of, 529, 530; conception of sādhā- 
rana-dharma and varna-dharma, 505 
fi; conflict between caste-duties 
and other duties, 513, 514; conser- 
vation of energy principle applied to 
the problem of immortality, 518; 
conservation of energy principle in, 
compared with that of Yoga, Ve- 
dānta and Nyāya, 517; crude be- 
ginnings of Samkhya in, 467 ff.; 
ethical ideas compared with those of 
the Upanisads and Buddhism, 493 ff. ; 
ethics, basis of, 498; God and his 
doctrine in, 530 fT. ; God, his nature 
in, 464 ff., 524 ff. ; ideaof Godin, and 
in the Upanisads, 530; ideal as per- 
formance of sva-dharma in, 501, 502 ; 
ideal in, compared with the sacri- 
ficial and other ideals, 503, 504; 
ideal of self-surrender, 503 ; ideal of 
tapas, 513; immortality in, 518, 519; 
important commentaries On, 443; 
interpretation by Madhva, 442; in- 
terpretation by Rāmānuja, 441, 442; 
interpretation by Sankara, 437, 438; 
interpretation by Yàmuna, 439; its 
conception of dharma and sacrifices, 
486 ff.; its date, 549 ff.; its differ- 
ence from Mīmāmsā, 483 ff; its 
relation to Samkhya, 476, 477 ; its re- 
lation to Vedānta, 477 ff.; karma, re- 
birth, and liberation, 520 ff.; ksetra 
and kgetra-jīta theory of, 463, 464; 
meanihg of Yoga in, 443 ff.; path of 
knowledge and of duty, 528, 529; 
performance of duties with unat- 
tached mind in, 507 ff.; prakrti, 
purusa and God in, 464—466; prakr- 
ti-purusa philosophy, in, 461 ff.; 
principal virtues in, 510 ff.; purusa- 
sūkta conception of God and the 
conception of God in, 524; rebirth 
and life after death, 519, 520; sattva, 
rajas and tamas in, 468 ff.; Samkhya, 
its meaning different from that of 
classical Sāmkhya in, 457, 458; 
sümkhya-yoga, discussion on ythe 
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meaning of, in, 455-457; sense- 
control in, 488 ff.; sense-control in, 
different from that of Buddhism, 
490; sense-control in, different from 
that of Patafijali, 491, 492; some 
vicious tendencies denounced in, 
599, 510; standpoint of ethics in, 
compared with the general stand- 
point of Hindu ethics, 504 ff.; vir- 
tue of sameness, 511, 512; yoga in, 
akin to that of Pafica-ratrayoga, 461; 
yoga in Pataíijali, indebted to yoga 
in, 460, 461; yoga of, different from 
that of Patafijali, 451 fl.; yoga of, 
different from the Upanisad yoga, 
453 ff.; yoga instructions in, 446 ff.; 
yoga, its meaning different from that 
of Buddhism in, 459, 460; yogin, his 
characteristics, 449, 450; yogin, his 
relation with God, 450, 451 

Gītā-bhāsya, 442 

Gītā-bhāsya-vivecana, 193 

Gītā-bhūsaņa-bhāsya, 443 

Gītā-nibandhana, 226 

Gītārtha-samgraha, 439, 443 

Gītārtha-samgraha-dīpikā, 439 

Gītārtha-vivaraņa, 443 

Gītā-sārārtha-samgraha, 443 

Gītāšaya, 439 

Gītā-tattva-prakāšikā, 443 

Gītā-tātparya-bodhinī, 58 

Gītā-tīkā, 443 

Gità-vivrti, 443 

Glandular sores, 296 

Glenoid cavity, 287 n. 2 

go, 131 

God, 1, 44, 72, 80, 112, 176—178, 197, 
229, 254, 372, 402, 403, 410 M., 438— 
444, 446, 447, 450-453, 457, 459, 
461-467, 473, 474, 476, 477, 484, 
490, 492, 499, 501-504, 509, 510, 
512, 514-516, 519, 522-526, 529, 
533, 537, 542, 545, 547 

Goddesses, 245 

God's powers, 42 

God's will, 109 

Gods, 245, 420, 487 

Going, 169 

Gokulacandra, 443 

Gokulanātha Upādhyāya, 126 x. 

Gold, 37, 512” 

Goldstücker, Th., 540 

Gomin, 428 

Good, 21,246,271,405; and bad, 23 7.; 
deeds, 411; life, 422 

Goodness, 507 

Gopatha-Brahmana, 274 n. 3, 276 n., 
28g n., 283 a 


Gopāla Sarasvatī, 103 

Gopālānanda Sarasvatī, 57 n. 

Gopalika, 87 n. 

Gopīkānta Sārvabhauma, 79 

Gopīrāma, 79 

Gopuraraksita, 424 

Govardhana, 428, 431 

Government, 204 

Govinda Sarasvatī, 55 

Govindānanda, 49, 81, 103, 104, 261 

Grace, 503 

Grammarian-philosopher, 171 

Grammatical, 142 

granthi, 104 

Grass, 350 

Grating, 338 

grāhaka-graha, 25 

grāhya-grāhakānušaya, 22 

Greed, 409, 497, 498, 510 

Greediness, 511 

Greedy, 510 

Grief, 247, 333 

Griffith, 291 n. 

grisma, 335 

grīvāh, 286 

Gross, 355 

Grossness, 369 

Grounds, 17 

Growing, 36 

Growth, 29; of the body, 322 

grha-godhikā, 298 n. 7 

grha-stha, 505 

Grhya-sūtras, 281 

guda, 285, n.7 

gudābhyah, 288 

Gujarat, 192 

gulgulu, 393 

gulpha, 284 n. 4 

gulphau, 284 

guna, 162, 174, 175, 187, 188, 190, 194, 
292, 314 "i. 329, 330, 332, 357, 358, 
359 n., 360, 361, 363, 366, 367, 369, 
370, 372-374, 414, 440, 441, 455— 
458, 462, 465-467, 476-478, 512, 
515, 524, 525 

guna-attachments, 477 

guņamayī māyā, 477 

Guna-traya-viveka, 57 n. 

guņatva, 143 

gunavativatyantabhavanadhikaranata, 
162 

guņātīta, 512 

guņin, 314 n.1 

Gupta empire, 164, 435 

guru, 357, 359 n., 420 

gurv-ādayaļ, 369 

gurv-ādi, 369 

Gūdha-bodhaka-samgraha, 428 
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Gudhartha-dipika, 443 
Gūģdhārtha-prakāša. 220 


Hair, 325 

haliksņa, 288 

Hallucinations, 5, 180 

hamsa, 252 n. 

Handful, 343 n. 

hanu-citya, 287 

Hanumad-bhàsya, 443 

hanvor dve, 287 n.4 

Happiness, 113, 501, 512, 530 

Happy, 277; temper, 513 

Hara-kinkara, 122 

Hara - kinkara - nyāyācārya - parama- 
paņdita-bhatta-vādīndra, 122 

Hardness, 328, 360 

Hare's horn, 5, 111, 240 

Hari, 442, 535, 543 

Hari Diksita, 82 

haridrā indravaruni, 297 

Hari-gītā, 545 

Harihara Paramahamsa, 57 n. 

Hari-līlā-vyākhyā, 225 

Harinātha Šarmā, 148 n. 

Hariścandra, 427, 431 

Harmful, 357 

harga, 313 

hasti-jihvà, 353 

Hate, 489 

Hatred, 360, 370, 373, 497-499 

hatha, 268 

Hatha-Yoga, 373, 455 

Hatha-yoga-pradipika, 354 n. 

havih, 461 

Hārīta, 397, 427 

Hārīta-samhitā, 432 

Head, 297, 336, 340, 343 

Headache, 300 n. 2 

Head disease, 296, 340 

Health, 330, 384 

Hearing, 236, 360 

Heart, 288, 290 n. 2, 316, 340, 344 n., 
345» 347, 352, 355 
eart diseases, 299 

Heat, 194, 238, 241, 320, 321, 325, 
328, 331, 358, 360, 362 n., 365, 419, 
500, 510, 511 

Heaven, 229, 503, 520, 523 

Heaviness, 335 n., 358, 360, 361, 369 

Heavy, 337 n., 357 

Heels, 284 

Heliodorus, 540 

Hell, 91, 489, 510 . 

nta, 335, 370 

hemanta-grisma-varsah, 321m. 

Hemadri, 427, 434 

Hemorrhage, 289; of women, 297 
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Heracles, 543 
Heramba Sena, 428 
Herb, 298, 358 n., 365 
Heredity, 273 
Hermaphrodite, 312 n. 3 
Hermitage, 229 
Heroism, 502, 505 n., 525 
hetāv īrsyu, 420 
hetu, 120-123, 148, 194, 374, 379, 380, 
381 ns, 386 n., 387, 388, 395 
Hetu-tattvopadesa, 49 
hetv-antara, 388 
hetv-artha, 389, 390 
hetv-àbhása, 194, 386 n., 388, 389 n. 
Higher self, 453, 466 
Himālayas, 229, 370 
himsā, 419 
Hindu Ethics, 483, 504; standpoint of, 
504 ff. 
Hindu Mysticism, 449 n. 1 
Hindu philosophy, 515 
Hiranyagarbha, 76 
Hiraņyāksa Kausika, 357 
Hiraņyāksya-tantra, 435 
hirā, 289, 290, 344, 346 
Hiriyanna, ın., 43, 85n., 86, 98, 
100 7. 
History of Indian Logic, 392 
History of Indian Philosophy, 1, 17, 
265 n. 4, 269 n. 1, 2717. 1, 4777. 1, 
501 n. 
History of the Vaisnava Sect, Early, 
.544 ni. 
hità, 277, 344, 405, 420, 422 
hità nàdis, 345 
Hinayāna, 500 
Hinayana Buddhists, 168 
Hoernle, R., 279, 284 n. 3, 285 n. 4, 286 
T. I, n. 2, n. 3, n. 4, 287 n. 5, 329, 
424, 428-431, 433, 434 
oles, 332 n. 
homa, 281 
Homogeneous, 14, 377 
Horns, 191 
Hostile, 378 
Hot, 242, 312 71., 357-359, 361-363, 
365 n. 
Householder, 505 
hrasah, 322 
hri, 24, 510 
hrdaya, 288, 340 n. 
hrdaya-stham pipāsā-sthānam, 348 n. 
hrdayotkleda, 335 n. 
hrt, 292 
hrt-padma-yantra-tritaye, 258 
Hultzsch, E., 219 
Human body, 278, 302 
Humanity, 506 a 
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Human passion, 497 

Human self, 42 

Humid, 408 

Humility, 534 

Hunger, 254 

Hygienic habits, 308 

Hypothesis, 12, 26, 64 
Hypothetical, 337; entities, 233, 336 


icchā, 264, 370, 496 

Idea, 26, 30, 31, 182, 186, 375, sor, 
510, 525 

Ideal, 503, 504; creations, 236 

Idealism, 19, 21, 25, 35, 102, 213, 221, 
256, 268, 270; refutation of, 269 

Idealistic, 231; Buddhism, 231, 234, 
242; monism, 164; philosophy, 234 

Idealists, 402 

Ideation, 20, 31 

Identical, 15, 26, 27, 30, 31n., 32, 
33, 36, 38, 64, 68, 90, 152, 153, 169, 
172, 173, 183, 184, 202, 224; entity, 
34, 202; object, 176; point, 20 

Identity, 14, 31, 33, 34, 65, 72, 131, 
152, 227, 370, 526; as a relation, 14; 
function of thought, 14; in diversity, 
172; of the awareness, 32, 165; of 
cause and effect, 165; of the self, 34, 
47, 65, 67 

Idleness, 333, 373 

idā, 257, 292 n., 353, 453 

idà nādī, 354 

Ignorance, 1, 3, 4, 5, 8, 24, 73, 74, 
98, ror, 104, 148, 153, 154, 185, 187, 
203, 204, 251, 267, 333, 409, 413, 
414, 416, 462, 479, 498—500, 509, 
510, 522, 529, 530 

Ignorant, 367, 378 

ihāmutra-phala-bhoga-virāga, 495 

Iliac, 348 

Ilium, 285 n. 7 

Ill-temper, 497 

Illumination, 62, 178, 204, 210, 211 n., 
212 

Illuminator, 526 

Illusion, 3, 6, 9, 11, 16, 25, 29, 32, 36, 
47, 64, 69, IOI, 110, 114, 148, 194, 
197, 198, 200, 204, 223, 239, 241, 
261, 524; difference in the theory 
of, between Nāgārjuna and Sankara 
and Gaudapada, 7 

Illusoriness, 533 

Illusory, 26, 28, 73, 101, 109, 181, 221, 
234, 240; appearances, IOI, II3; 
character, 217; cognition, 180; crea- 
tion, 468; experience, 185; images, 
180; impositions, 30, 113, 114, 150, 
394; knowledge, 139; perception, 
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73; 134, 152; products, 223; silver, 
118; snake, 206 n. 

Ill-will, 497 

Image, 14, 546 

Imaginary, 271 

Imagination, 9o, 233, 261, 266, 328, 
367, 373 

Imaginative construction, 21 

Immanent, 42, 524; self, 271 

Immediacy, 13, 14, 63, 69, 105 

Immediate, 149, 150; antecedence, 
144; contact, 211 

Immediateness, 138 

Immoral, 23 n., 464, 478, 484, 501 

ome 473, 476, 502, 512, 525, 
52! 

Immortality, 294, 456, 512, 513, 518, 
521, 537 

Immutable law, 31 n. 

Impatience, 373 

Imperative, 483 

Imperishable, 476, 517, 518 

Impermanent, 230, 241 

Implication, 18, 148, 384, 521 

Importance, 370 

Impossible, 159, 169, 188 

Impotency, 333 

Imprecations, 295 

Impressions, 65, 239, 250 

Improper use, 321 

Impure, 36, 37, 38, 303, 498; states, 
239 

Impurities, 327, 503, 504 

Inactive, 360 

Inanimate, 36, 359, 360 

Incantations, 278, 281 

Incarnation, 502, 525 

Inclinations, 239, 242, 251, 497 

Incomprehensible, 164. 

Inconsistencies, 166 

Inda, 539 

Indefinability of nescience, 222 

Indefinable, 12, 16, 22, 29, 51, 118, 
127, 128, 156, 163, 164, 205, 221, 
224, 499, 529; nature, 155; stuff, 
221 

Indefinite existence, 16 

Independent co-operation, 184 

Independent existence, 59 

Indescribable, 35, 36, 48, 147, 164, 
194, I95, 203, 221, 232-234, 236, 
265, 271; nature, 109 

Indescribableness, 35 

Indestructible, 33, 512, 538 

Indeterminable, 134 

Indeterminate, 22, 401, 454; cognition, 
94; experience, 97; knowledge, 21; 
materials, 23 
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Index, 148 1. 

India, 402 

Indian anatomists, 286 n. 2 

Indian Antiquary, 550 

Indian Interpreter, The, 550 

Indian literature, 256 

Indian medical men, 377 

Indian Medicine, 423, 436 

Indian philosophy, 119, 227, 273, 369, 
377,395, 414, 417; pessimism in, 414. 

Indian thought, 375, 376 n., 408, 421 

Indifference, 246, 501 

Indigestion, 348 

Indignation, 333, 497 

Indische Studien, 288 n. 2 

Indispensable, 18, 523 

Indistinguishable, 377 

Individual, 33, 58-60, 115, 131, 139, 
159, 189, 369; consciousness, 77; 
good, 485; ignorance, 84; members, 
188; persons, 84, 109; self, 75; soul, 
72, 205 n. 

Individuality, 449 

Indivisible, 157, 199 

Indo-Iranian, 295 x. 1 

Indra, 229, 295 n. 3, 304, 328, 433 

indrajāla, 244 

Indrā-visņu, 535 

indriya, 23, 238, 239, 366 

indriya-dhāraņa, 494 

indriya-nigraha, 505 

indriya-vijaya, 405 

Indu, 304, 328, 433 

Induction, 148 

Indulgence, 509 

Inequality, 229 

Inert, 337 x. 

Inertia, 360 

Inexhaustible, 356 

Inexplicable, 20, 29, 48, 156, 158, 185 

Inference, 18, 26 n., 32, 63, 66, 68, 72, 
106, 118, 120, 129, 139, 141, 148, 
159, 167, 176, 192, 194, 198, 213, 
302, 365, 373-376, 380, 396, 398, 
408 

Inferential, 77; cognition, 135; know- 
ledge, 18 

Inferior, 378 

Inferiority, 370, 401 n. 

Infinite, 16, 63, 73, 113, 454; con- 
Sciousness, 77; ferences, 132; 
number, 358; regressus, 202; time, 
132 

Inflammation, 282 

Inhalation, 258, 259, 449, 459, 460 

Inherence, 360 

Inherent, 22; movement, 20 

Inhering cause, 144. 
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Initiation, 547 

Injunction, 509, 520 

Inner change, 22 

Inner consciousness, 26 x. 

Inner dynamic, 24 

Inner law of thought, 29 

Inner psychoses, 22 

Inner states, 185 

Inoperative, 177, 269 

Inscriptians, S.I., 219 

Insects, 409 

Insensible, 254 

Inseparable, 191, 374; inherence, 183, 
371 

Inseparableness, 191; of character, 
191; of space, 191; relation, 360; 
relation of inherence, 40 

Insomnia, 337 7t. 

Inspiration, 262 

Instinctive passions, 252 

Instinctive subconscious roots, 26 

Instincts, 415 

Instructions, 21, 229, 501 

Instrument, 45 

Instrumental cause, 12, 360, 372, 
410 

Instrumentality, 11, 112 

Instruments of cognition, 137 

Intellect, 75, 373, 406 

Intellectual, 378; states, 179 

Intelligence, 89, 268, 320, 321, 360, 
369, 373, 375, 504, 516 

Intelligent, 36, 38 

Intelligible, 36 

Intense, 251 

Intention, 497 

Interdependence, 7, 8, 22 

Interdependent origination, 3 n. 

Internal canals, 289 

Internal organ, 310 x. 2 

Interpretation, 1, 356 

Intervening, 144 

Intestine, 288, 297, 348, 351 

Intimate relation, 40 

Intoxicating drinks, 498 

Intrinsically, 242 

Intrinsic difference, 201 

Introduction, 49 

Intuitive, 73; conscinusness, 154, 199; 
perception, 113 

Invalid, 18, 141, 184, 186 

Invariability, 31 x. 

Invariable, 172, 186; antecedence, 145, 
186, 326, 386, 398; concomitance, 
139-142, 148; connection, 176; 
power, 185; prognostication, 397 

Invariably and unconditionally asso- 
ciated+ 380 4 
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Invariably associated, 396 

Invisible, 337 x. 

Inward resolution, 482 

Iron age, 402 

Irrelevant, 160 

Ischium, 285 n. 7 

itaretarāšraya, 97 

itaretarasraya-prasangat, 95 

Itihāsa-veda, 274 n. 3 

I-tsing, 433 

Īrsyā, 413 

Isa Upanisad, 551 

Isa, 78 

Īsāvāsya-bhāsya-tippaņa, 193 

Isopanisad-bhāsya, 78 

Īsvara, 39, 48, 50, 72, 80, 112, 176, 
177, 197, 372, 474, 533; its criti- 
cisms by Kamalašīla, 176 ff. 

isvara-bhava, 505 n. 

Īsvarakrsņa, 80, 171, 372,428, 476 

Īsvara-samhitā, 547, 548 n. 1 

Igvarasena, 431 

Isvarabhisandhi, 126 

Īsta-siddhi, 198, 199, 205, 213 

Ista-siddhi-vivarana, 198 

Ista-siddhi-vyakhya, 198 


Jackals, 409 

Jacob, G. A., 82 

Jacobi, H., 398 x. 

jada, 36 

jadātmikā, 105 

jadatmika avidyā-šakti, 105 
Jagaddhara, 443 

Jagadisa, 79 

Jagadīša Bhattācārya, 119, 124 
jagan-mithyātva-dīpikā, 57 n. 
Jagannātha Paficānana, 79 
Jagannāthāšrama, 53, 56, 103, 193, 216 
Jaimini, 479, 486 

Jaina, 98, 119, 171, 172, 399, 544, 550 
Jaiyyata, 427 

Jalada, 283 

jalpa, 377-379, 491 
Jalpa-kalpa-taru, 347 n., 380 n. 2 
Janah, 76 

Janardana, 49, 205, 543 
Janārdana Sarvajfia, 52 m. 


Janghe, 285 + 
Jangida, 293, 894, 295 n. 3 
Japan, 294 

Jarāyu, 291 

jatru, 286 n. 2 


Jatūkarņa, 427, 432 
Jatūkarņa-samhitā, 432 
jatā, 496 

Jaundice, 282, 297, 298 
Jauffdiced eye, 143 


Jayacandra, 126 

Jayanandi, 431 

Jayanta, 51, 107, 279, 280, 307.1, 
394, 399, 413, 414 

Jayarāma, 443 

Jayatīrtha, 442 

Jayākhya-samhitā, 491 

Jayollasa-nidhi, 220 

Jābāla-brāhmaņa, 251 

jadya, 10 

Jāgarūka, 338 

jāgrad-vāsanāmayatvāt svapna, 76 

Jàgrat, 241, 264 

jagrat-svapna, 266 

jāgrat-svapna sthita, 267 

Jājala, 283, 432 

Jālinī, 496 

Jānakīnātha, 218 x. 

jānu, 285 n.4 

jānunoļ sandhī, 285 

Jātaka, 248 n., 424 

Jāti, 43, 159, 194, 380-382, 387, 401, 
498 i 

Jealousy, 267 

Jejjata, 372, 428 

jhéna, 459, 460, 500 

Jigimsanatā, 496 

Jina, 49, 50, 72, 75, 84, 85, 88-90, 
205 N., 235, 236, 239, 304 

Jinadāsa, 428, 431 

Jīva, 104, 105, 109, 110, 112 

jiva-bhüta, 464, 472 

jiva-caitanya, 77 

jīva-dhātu, 241 

Jīvaka, 276, 424 

Jīvaka-tantra, 435 

jivana, 328 

jivana-pürvaka, 515 

jivan-mukta, 245—247, 250 

jivan-mukta state, 248 

jīvan-muktatā, 245 

Fivan-mukti, 246, 251, 252 

Jīvan-mukti-viveka, 214, 216, 251, 
252 n., 268 

jīvann eva, 251 

jīva-rāši, 44 

Jīva-sthiti, 260 

Jīva-sūtra, 436 

jīvatvāpādikā, 104 

Jīvādana, 432 

Jīvānanda, 430, 431 

jīvātman, 46x 

jivita, 368 

jivitendriya-virodhini, 21 n. 

jīvotkrānti, 260 

jfümna, 100, 272, 491, 499, 505 n. 

jfiana-gata-pratyaksatva, 207 
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Jfianaghana, 82 n. 

jitāna-karma-samuccaya, 44, 100 

jfiana-nàdt, 355 

jūāna-pratisandhātā, 368 

Jūāna-samkalinī, 354, 355 

Jfiána-samskara, 250 

Jtāna-sāra, 232 — 

Jūiāna-siddhi, 148 n. 

jfiānavatī, 378 

Jfiāna-vāsistha, 231 

jfüna-visayikrtena rūpeņa sādršyam, 
134 

Jitāna-yoga, 441, 442, 456, 487, 529 

Jūānāmrta, 99 

Jiiānāmrta Yati, 78 

Jfiānārņava, 432 

Jfianendra Sarasvati, 54, 79 

jfiánin, 531 

Jfianottama, 58, 87 n., 98, 99, 148 n., 
198 

Jūānottama Bhattaraka, 82 n. 

Jiianottama Misra, 48 

jtiātatā, 152, 211 

Jūātur jūeya-sambandhah, 105 

Jobares, 543 

Joint causality, 177 

Joint nature, 184 

Joint operation, 472 

Joints, 331, 336, 348 

Joy, 333, 373, 467, 495, 504, sir, 
512 

Judgments, 341 

Jug, 143, 151 

juhvati, 448 

jvara, 296 

Jyotih-sthāna, 318 

Jyotis, 275 n. 

Jyotisa, 547 


Kahola-brāhmaņa, 251 

kaivalya, 251, 454 

Kaivalya-kalpadruma, 56 

Kaivalyānanda Sarasvati, 443 

Kaivalyānanda Yogindra, 56 

Kaivalyāšrama, 79 

kakātikā, 287 

Kaksaputa-tantra, 426 

Kakubha, 300 

kalpa, 275 n., 526, 547 

kalpanā, 9o, 238, 239, 312 n., 314, 
370 

Kalpa-sthāna, 424, 429 

Kalpa-taru, 52 

Kalyāņa Bhatta, 443 

Kamalajanayana, 225 n. 

Kamalašīla, 25, 27 n., 28, 31 n., 171, 
172, 175, 176, 178, 179, 181-185, 
186 n., 187, 188, 375, 376; criticisms 


against the non-permanency of en- 
tities answered by, 185 ff.; Yogasena's 
criticisms against the doctrine of 
momentariness answered by, 184; 
his criticism of the concept of God, 
176 ff.; his criticism of the concept 
of Iévara or God, 176 fF.; his treat- 
ment of the different views of the 
nature of momentariness, 186; his 
criticism of the doctrine of soul 
(Nyāya), 178, 179; his criticism of 
the soul theory of Kumārila, 179 ff.; 
his criticism of the Yoga concept of 
God, 177 ff.; his doctrine of mo- 
mentariness, 182 ff.; his refutation 
of Nyaya-Vaisesika categories, 187 
ff.; his refutation of the Samkhya 
theory of soul, 181; his refutation 
of the theory of the persistence of 
entities, 182 ff.; his refutation of the 
Upanisad theory of self, 181; his 
theory of causal efficiency (artha- 
kriyā-samarthā), 183 ff. 

Kamalašīla and Santaraksita, their 
criticisms of the Sāmkhya doctrine 
of pariņāma, 172 ff.; writers men- 
tioned in their work Tattva-sam- 
graha and its Pafijikā, 171 

Kambalāsvatara, 171 

kamma, 500 

Kanauj, 126 

Kanha, 541, 544 

Kanhāyana, 544 

Kaņāda, 370 

Kaņāda-sūtra-nibandha, 123 

kaņģarā, 324, 352 

Kaniska, 429 n. 1, 431 

kantha, 353 n. 

kantha-nàdt, 286 n. 2 

kanthorasoh sandhi, 348 n. 

kapālam, 287 

kapālikā, 285 n.4 

kapha, 257 n. 2, 300, 317, 325-331, 
333» 334, 335 M, 336, 337, 339, 
350-352, 361, 365, 392 

kaphoda, 286 n. 4 

kaphodau, 286 

Kapila, 410 n., 477 

Kapilabala, 429 — ^ 

Kapila-Samkhya, 458 

Kapila-tantra, 435 

karaņa, 389 

karaņa-sakti-pratiniyamāt, 174 

Karatha, 432 

Karavīrya, 424 

Karāla-tantra, 435 

karma, xor, 104, 185-188, 237-239, 
243.7249, 253, 255, 256, 302,310, 
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339, 357, 359, 360, 371, 383, 402- 
404, 408, 437, 439, 488, 520-522, 
524, 533 

karma-bijam manah-spanda, 238 

karma-nāše mano-nàsah, 238 

karma-purusa, 303 n., 373 

karma-sannyāsa, 457 

karma-yoga, 441, 442, 444, 451, 452, 
457, 529 

Karņa-bhāra, 550 

karņa-šūla, 299 

kartavyatā, 482 

kartā, 237, 314 

kartr, 244, 395, 469, 472, 473 

kartrtva, 242 

kartrtva-bhoktrtvaikà-dhàrah, 104 

Karuma, 300 

karuņā, 412, 460, 511 

kasāya, 312 n., 357, 358 

Kathā-vatthu, 247, 248 n. 

Katha Upanisad, 78, 290 n. 2, 344 n., 
345, 453, 488, 494, 523, 524 

Katha-vallī, 251 

kathina, 359 n. 

Kathopanisad-bhasya-ftka, 193 

katu, 312 n. 3, 357, 358, 362, 365 n. 

kaumāra-bhytya, 276 

Kaumāra-tantra, 425 

kaušala, 452 

Kausika-sütra, 275, 282-284, 293 

Kausitaki, 251, 259 n. 3, 283 

Kausttaki-bráhmana, 544 

Kaugitaki- Upanisad, 344 n. 

Kautilya, 541 

Kaviraj Gangaprasad Sen, 427 

Kaviraj Gananatha Sen, 431 

Kavirāja, 79 

kāhābāha, 299 

kākatālīya, 271 

kala, 156, 235, 317, 321, 358, 359, 372, 
389, 410 

Kālahasti-$araņa-Sivānanda Yogīndra, 
219 

kālātīta, 386 n., 387 

Kālidāsa, 230, 231, 239, 402, 550 

kālpanika-purusa-bheda, 116 

kāma, 327, 412, 413, 489, 490, 496, 


499 
kam api-artha krifam, 515 
kāmya-karma, 99 
kānti, 57 n. 
Kanyakubjesvara, 126 
Kānkāyana, 316, 357 
Kānkāyana-tantra, 435 
kāņda, 353 
Kipya, 333 

yavaca, 327 
havBha-vyapara, 41 * 
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karana, 104, 137, 160, 374, 389, 395, 
472 

kāraņa-ksaņa-nirodha-sama-kālah,211. 

kāraņa - ksaņa - vilaksana - kāryasya, 
21 n. 

kāraņa-vyāpāra, 517 

Kārikā, 21 n., 28, 30, 87, 250, 370 

Kārttika Kunda, 427, 428 

Kārttikeya, 107 

Kāruņya, 228, 230 

kārya, 161, 374, 389 

karya-jfianam, 310 n. 3 

kārya-kāraņatā, 376 

kārya - kāraņa - vādasya vedanta - 
bahir-bhūtatvāt, 221 

kārya-phala, 389 

kārya-sama, 380 n. 4, 382 n. 

kàryatà-jfiàna, 515 

kārya-yoni, 389 

kāsa, 296, 298 n. 4 

Kāšika, 297 n. 4. 

Kasi, 424 

Kast-khanda, 429 

Kāšīnātha Sastrin, 54 

Kāšīrāja, 432, 433 7.1 

Kasmira, 434 

Kāsmīra-pātha, 430 

Kasyapa, 427 

Kātyapa-samhitā, 431, 435 

Kāthaka, 486, 551 

Kāthaka-samhitā, 544. 

Kāthakopanisad-bhāsya, 78 

Kathmandu, 431 

Kātyāyana, 540 

Kāya-cikitsā, 276, 425 

kedārī-kulyā, 323 

Kenopanisad, 78, 196 

Kenopanisad-bhāsya, 78 

Kenopanisad-bhasya-tippana, 193 

Kenopanisad-bhāsya-vivaraņa, 78 

Kešava-bhatta, 79, 284, 443, 541, 543 

kevala-jāgaras, 266 

kevala-jāgrat-sthita, 266 

kevalānvayi, 120, 121, 123 

kevalānvayi-hetor eva nirvaktum ašak- 
yatvāt, 123 

kevalānvayini vyāpake pravartamāno 
hetuh, 121 

Khalaja, 300 

khale-kapota-nyāya, 323 

khanti-samvara, 500 

Khaņdana-khaņda-khādya, 57 n., 103, 
119 ñ., 126, 127, 132, 133 %., 134, 
141, 146, 156, 192 

y -khandanam, 126 n. 

Khaņdana-kuthāra, 126 n. 

Khaņdana-mahā-tarka, 126 n. 

Khandana-mandanam, 126 n. 
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Khandana-phakkika, 126 n. 
Khandana-tikà, 126 n. 
Khaņdanoddhāra, 126 n. 

khara, 332, 359 n. 

Kharanada-samhita, 432 

kha-ian-maira, 236 

khyātt, 87 n., 204 

Kidney, 288, 348 

Kidney-bean, 358 n. 

kilāsa, 297 

Kimīdin, 296, 300 

Kindness, 511; to the suffering, 510 

King Āristanemi, 230 

King Dašaratha, 230 

King Keļadi-Venkatendra, 219 

King of Gauda, 148 n. 

King of Kanauj, 126 

kificanam, 496 

kitta, 325, 327, 331 

kīkasāsu, 286 n. 2 

Kleisobora, 543 

kleša, 304 

kleša-jfieyāvaraņa, 22 n. 

klista, 414 

kloma, 288, 318, 348 

Knowability, 140 

Knowable, 140 

Knower, 34, 152 

Knowing, 263; faculty, 179, 180 

Knowledge, 18, 19, 66, 127, 148, 151 
153, 228, 246, 248, 256, 266, 272, 
333, 368, 373, 374, 376, 378, 403, 
437, 440, 462, 469, 475, 499, 500- 
502, 505 n., 508, 510, 523, 529, 534 

Knowledge situation, 25 

kodho, 497 

Koka, 300 

Koņda Bhatta, 55, 108 

kopo, 497 

Kotalipara, 225 n. 

kraminah sahakarinah, 183 

kriyā, 238, 260 

kriyākhya-jītāna, 491 

kriyā-spanda, 238 

kriyātmaka, 261 

krodha, 267, 489 

krodha-varjana, 505 

Krkala, 75 

krmuka, 298 , 

Krsņa, 438, 449, 455, 489, 500, 502, 
503, 507, 512, 516, 518-520, 525, 
529-532, 535, 541, 543, 544, 546, 
547; and Vāsudeva, 541 ff. 

Krsna Ācārya, 79 

Krsnabhatta Vidyadhiraja, 442 

Krsna Devaki-putra, 550 

Krsnakànta, 79 

Krsna-kutühala nātaka, 225 
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Krsnatirtha, 56, 115 

Krsnalamkara, 220 

Krsņānanda, 196 

Krsņānubhūti, 82 x. 

Krsņātreya, 276, 427 M 

Kysnātreya-tantra, 435 É 

krtaka, 182 

krta-nāśanī, 299 

Krtavirya, 316 

krta yuga, 546 

krti-sadhyatàá-jfiána, 515 

Krttika, 396 

krtyā, 293 | 

ksamā, 505 

ksaņa, 182 n. | 

Ksana-bhanga-siddhi, 49 

ksaņika, 182 n., 367 

ksaņikasya, 32 n. 

ksaņikatva, 368 

kara, 104 

ksara purusa, 468 

Ksataksina, 431 

Ksatriya, 292, 486, 487, 502-507, 514 

ksānti, 505 n., 510 

ksāra, 357, 358, 466 

Ksārapāņi-samhitā, 432 

Ksemaraja, 263 

ksetra, 463-465, 471, 472, 523 

ksetra-jña, 293, 410, 464, 468, 523 

kşetrin, 464 

ksetriya, 297, 298, 301 

ksipta, 300 

ksiti, 245, 501 

ksīņa-jāgaraka, 266, 267 

Ksurika, 454 

kuhū, 353 

Kuksila, 300 

kula-kuņdalinī, 355 

Kula-patijikā, 225 n. 

kulattha, 363 

Kulārka Paņdita, 49, 51, 119-121, 123, 
124, 147 ".; introduction of his 
Mahā-vidyā syllogisms, 120-122 

Kullūka, 538 n. 1 

Kumāra-sambhava, 230 

Kumārašira Bharadvāja, 357 

Kumāraširas, 316 

Kumārila, 87, 111, 112, 120, 147, 171, 
179, 197, 214, 479, 482, 483, 485 

kumbhaka, 257, 258 

Kunhan Raja, Dr, 87 

kuntāpa, 296 

Kunti, 48 

kundalint, 354, 356, 

kuņdalī energy, 356 D 

kuņģalī šakti, ae 

Kuppisvamt āstri, 43 n., 84 n., 87, 
188 n: ^ 
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Kuruksetra, 502, 507, 518, 536 
Kurus, 545 

Kusumāfijali, 141, 393 
Kusūla, 300 

kuša grass, 446 
kusalotsāha, 501 

kustha, 293, 294, 297, 298 
Kuvalayānanda, 220 
kūrca, 279, 284 n.3 
kürca-siras, 284 n. 3 
Kürma, 75 

kūrpara, 285 


laghu, 332, 338, 357, 359 n. 

Laghu-candrikā, 85, 225 n. 

Laghu-jfiána-vàsisiha, 232 

Laghu-mahā-vidyā-vidambana, 123 

Laghu-samgraha, 83 

laghutā, 362 n. 

Laghu-tīkā, 79 

Laghu-vākya-vrtti, 80 

Laghu-vākya-vrtti-prakāšikā, 80 

Laksaņāvalī, 125 

Laksmidhara Dešika, 79 

Laksmidhara Kavi, 56 

Laksminrsimha, 52, 108 

lalanà-cakra, 355 

lalāta, 287 

Lankāvatāra-sūtra, 22 n., 35, 127, 234, 
272, 398 

Larger intestine, 289 

Laryngeal plexus, 355 

Larynx, 286 n. 2, 353 n. 

Laukika-nyāya-muktāvalī, 30 n. 

lavalī; 360 n. 

lavaņa, 312 n. 3, 357, 358 

Law, 493; of causality, 31 n. 

laya, 104 

Laziness, 335 

lāghava, 315, 362 n. 

lālasā, 497 

Lātyāyana-samhitā, 435 . 

Lean, 337 n. 

Leanness, 333 

Learned, 378 

Learning, 505 

Legal literature, 279 

Leprosy, 297 

Lévi, S., 429 n. f 

Liberation, «187, 414, 415, 437, 438, 
455, 469, 470, 523, 546 

Lie, 498 n. 

Life, 360, 368, 405, 498 n. 

Life-functions, 515 

Life of Nāgārjuna from Tibetan e 
Chinese Sources, 398 n. 

Life of the Buddha, 276, 424. 1 

Life-principle, 472 


Ligaments, 324 

Light, 70, 153, 332, 357, 360; of con- 
sciousness, 207 

Lightness, 358, 360, 362 n. 

Liking, 358 

Limitations, 14, 22, 200, 252 

Limited forms, 23 

Limited self, 113 

Limited truth, 3 

Limitless, 73 

Linguistic, 167 

lin, 480 

liiga, 106, 139, 198, 293, 395, 398 

linga-deha, 306 n. 1 

linga-parāmarša, 139 

linga-šarīra, 75 

lingadibala-labdhakarollekha-matrena, 
213 

lingi, 293 

Lips, 348 

Liquid, 337 n. 

Liquidity, 360 

Liquors, 498 

Literature, 377 

Liver, 288, 318, 348 

Living beings, 36 

Lizards, 409 

līlā, 42 

Līlāvatī, 147 n. 

lobha, 409, 413, 489, 497 

lobhanam, 497 

lobhitattam, 497 

locaka, 330 

Localization, 23 

Locus, 19, 110 

Locus standi, 130 

Logic, 377, 390, 392; of probability, 
376 n. 

Logical, 191, 373; apparatus, 51; 
argument, 164; categories, 389; con- 
sequence, 12; dialectic, 191; dis- 
cussions, 127; disputes, 401; fal- 
lacy, 17; formation, 118, 119, 125, 
129; methods, 51; tricks, 401 

Logically, 19 

lohini, 291 

lohita-vāsasah, 344 n. 

lohitā, 317 

Lokanātha, 57 7. 

loka-raksā, 440 

loka-samvrta, 4 

loka-samvrti-satya, 5 

loka-vyavaharah, 3 n. 

Lokāyata, 171 

lokottara, 22 

lokottara-nirvikalpa-jitāna-lābhāt, 21 

Longing, 497 

Looseness, 333 
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Lord, 442; of communion, 453 

Lorinser, Dr, 549 

Loss, 512 

Lotus, 356; in the sky, 5, 240; stalks, 
3507. 

Love, 497 

Lower prakrti, 464 

Lower purusa, 465, 467, 468 

lubhanā, 497 

Lumbar nerve, 353 

Lumbar plexus, 355 

Lumbar vertebrae, 287 n. 1 

Lungs, 288, 318 

Lust, 490, 497 

Lustful, 367 

Lymph, 317, 318, 325 


Macdonell, A. A., 259, 288 n., 345, 
346, 486 

mada, 267, 413 

madana, 39x 

Madatyaya, 430 

Madhu-kosa, 434 

Madhu-matī, 434 n. 4 

madhura, 312 n. 3, 357, 358 

Madhusūdana Sarasvati, 53, 55, 56, 
77., 79, 81, 116, 118, 124, 198, 
199, 223 n., 226, 227, 443; his line- 
age, date and works, 225, 226; his 
philosophy in his Vedānta-kalpa- 
latikā, 227 

Madhva, 125, 192, 442, 443 

Madhva-mukha-bhanga, 220 

Madhva school, 118 

madhya-sarīra, 316 

madhya-viveka, 250 

Madras, 84 n., 87 

Magic, 37, 38, 244; rites, 281 

Magical creations, 37, 38, 467 

Magician, 37, 38, 206 n. 

Magundt, 300 

mahad brahma, 462. 

mahat, 305, 340 n. 

mahat parimāņa, 189 

Mahā-bhārata, 274, 276, 306, 394, 
418, 419, 450 7., 458, 461, 476, 502, 
508 n., 535 1., 536, 538, 539, 541- 
546, 548, 550, 552 

Mahā-bhārata Anukramaņī, 544 

Mahābhārata period, 508 

Mahā-bhāsya, 546, 548 

mahābhūta, 362, 463 

Mahādeva, 122 

Mahādeva Vaidya, 79 

Mahadeva Vidyāvagīša, 79 

Mahā-laksmī-paddhati, 225 

Mahamahopadhyaya Kuppusvami, 
219 


Index 


maha-munih, 22 n. 

maha-pralaya, 109 

Maharaja, 539 

Mahā-Rāmāyaņa, 231 

mahāsupti, 104 

Mahātala, 76 

Mahā-vagga, 276 

Mahā-vidyā, 49, 51, 115, 119-124; 
nature of its syllogisms, 120-122; 
referred to, defended and criticized 
by Nyāya and Vedanta writers, 118- 
120; syllogisms refuted by Vādīn- 
dra, 122-124 

Mahā-vidyā-dasaslokī-vivaraņa, 123 

Mahā-vidyā-vidambana, 103, 119 n., 
120, 122 

Mahā-vidyā-vidambana - vyākhyāna, 
123 

Mahā-vidyā-vivaraņa-tippana, 123 

Mahāvrsa, 298 n. 4 

Mahā-vyutpatti, 288 n. 1 

Mahāyāna, 501, 513 

Mahāyāna monism, 164 

Mahāyānists, 30 

Mahešvara, 428 

Mahesvara Tīrtha, 83, 196 

Mahimnah Stotra, 226 

Mahidhara, 232 

maitra, 511 

Maitra, S. K., 483 n. 1, 506 n. 

Maitrayana, 471 

Maitrāyaņī, 486, 523 

Maitreyī-brāhmaņa, 251 

Maitri Upanisad, 259 n., 3441., 345, 
412, 448, 449 

majjā, 317, 328 

majjābhyah, 289 

Major term, 139 

māla, 234, 239, 325, 327, 328, 334 

mala-dhātu, 325, 3277 

mala-pātra, 289 n. 1 

Malformations, 333 

Malice, 497 

Malicious, 498 n. 

Malimluca, 300 

Malla Bhatta, 79 

Malleoli, 284 n. 4 

mamankaro, 496 

mamattam, 496 

mamāyitam, 496 

Man, 445 

Manah, 230 

mana-kalpanayā, 230 

mana - parinamah samvid - vyaūjako 
jfiánam, 198 

manah-prasāda, 513 

manah-spanda, 254 

manāna, 22, 24 
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manās, 23, 75, 76, 104, 156, 187, 194, 
196, 206, 227, 232-234, 236-239, 
241, 243, 244, 246, 255, 262, 292, 
303, 304, 307 7.5, 308, 341, 343, 
347 My 351 mM, 355, 356, 358, 360, 
366, 367-369, 371, 373, 458, 463 

manasi, 369 

mana$-cakra, 355 

manda, 359 n. 

manda-viveka, 250 

Man-god, 525, 532 

Manhood, 525 

Man-hymn, 537 

Manifestation, 23,174,235 ;of mind, 256 

Manifests, 51 

Manifold world, 203 

mano-javena, 304 

manomaya, 76 

manomaya-kosa, 75 

manomaya purusa, 344 

mano-nāša, 251, 252 

Manoramā tantra-rāja-tīkā, 225 

manoratho, 497 

mano-vahā, 347 n. 

mano-vahā-nādī, 355 

mantra, 277, 278, 536 

mantr, 351 

Manu, 61, 449, 505, 542 n. 3, 546 

Manukulāditya, 45 n. 

Manuscript, 49, 112, 204, 205 

manya, 290 n. 3 

manyu, 412, 413 

mangala-homa, 278 

Maīju-bhāsiņī, 79 

Maņdana, 52, 82-87, 96—102, 110, 112, 
148 n., 198, 204, 224, 283, 335 n., 
482; all relations are mental in, 
95, 96; Brahma-kànda of Brahma- 
siddhi holds that perception does 
not apprehend diversity of objects, 
88, 89; his divergence of view from 
Sarvajīātma Muni, 85; his identity 
with Sure$vara the author of the 
Naiskarmya-siddhi disproved, 86; 
his refutation of the category of 
difference, 92 ff.; his refutation of 
“difference as negation," 97; his 
view of avidyā and māyā, 89; his 
view of Brahnfan as pure bliss, as 
elaboratede by Sankhapāņi, 90; re- 
ferences to his doctrine by other 
Vedāntic writers, 84, 85; the author 
of Brahma-siddhi, 83; the content of 
the Niyoga-kāņda and Siddhi-kāņda 
chapters of the Brahma-siddhi of, 98; 
the general content of the fourth 
chapter of his Brahma-siddhi, 87, 88 

moti, 359 n., 364 
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Maņibhadda, 539 

mani-piira-cakra, 355 

marananussati, 459 

Marbles, 134 

marma, 340 n. 

marman, 313 n. 

Marrow, 289, 291, 317, 322, 324, 347, 
348, 361 

Marshy, 370 

mastakābhyantaroparisthāt širā-sandhi- 
sannipāta, 342 

Master, 526 

mastiska, 340 

mastiskam $iro-majjā, 340 n. 

mastulunga, 340 

matànujfià, 388 n. 

Material, 10; cause, 10-12, 45, 51, 74, 
114, 143, 195, 197, 334, 360, 372, 
389, 410; objects, 178; power, 105; 
staff, 11, 76, 195, 217; stuff, 109; 
things, 175; world, 21, 108 

Materiality, 10, 45, 114, 236 

Materia Medica, 429 

Mathurānātha, 443 

Mathurānātha Bhattācārya, 119 

Mathurānātha Sukla, 78 

matsara, 413 

matsnā, 288 n. 3 

matsnābhyām, 288 

Matter, 44, 312, 526 

matup, 400 n. 

matha, 99 

Matmata, 300 

mauna, 513 

Mauryas, 540 

Maxim, 27, 32, 66, 161, 389, 391, 392; 
of identity, 201 

Mādhava, 214, 215, 428, 433-435 

Madhava Sarasvatī, 232 

Mādhva-Kara, 428 

Mādhyamika, 165—167 

Mādhyamika-kārikā, 164, 398, 426 

Mādhyamika-Sautrāntika, 164 

Mādhyamika-sūtra, 3, 5 n. 

Madhyamika-vrtti,165 n., 166 n., 168 n., 
307 n.3 

māgha, 294 

mā himsyāt, 493 

Mālatī-Mādhava, 112 

māmsa, 285, 312 n. 3, 317 

māmsa-dharā, 317 


māna, 373 
Māna-manohara, 120, 124 
mānasa, 469 

mānasa pratyaksa, 69 
Mandükya, 78 


Mandukya - Gaudapādīya - bhāşya - 
vyākhyā, 193 
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Māņdūkya-kārikā, 78, 92, 192 

Māņdūkya-Upanisad-bhāsya, 78 

Mandükya- Upanisad - bhāsyārtha-sam- 
graha, 78 

Mara, 489 

mārdava, 510 

mārga, 348 n., 350 

Mārīci, 316, 333 

Mārkaņdeya, 316 

Mārtaņda-tilaka-svāmin, 107 

māruta, 361 

mārutādhisthānatvāt, 316 

mātsarya, 267 

Mathara Ācārya, 171 

Māthara-vrtti, 400 n., 401 n. 

maya, 10, 11, 16, 36, 41, 44, 45, 47, 

48, 50, 51, 72, 73, 77, 84, 89, 104, 
106, 163, 197, 215, 217, 221, 224, 
238, 239, 271, 473, 477, 524, 525, 
533; alone the cause of the world, 
11; as an instrumental cause (Brah- 
man being the material cause) ac- 
cording to Sarvajfiatma Muni, 11; 
differences of view regarding its re- 
lation with Brahman, 11; scholastic 
disputes as to the nature of its 
causality, 11 

māyā-mātram, 37 

māyā-nirmitatvābkyupagamāt, 203 

māyā power, 476 

māyā theory, 42 

Measure, 148, 194, 360, 370 

Mechanical, 360, 369 

medas, 312 n. 3, 317, 324, 325 

medhā, 328, 373 

Medhatithi, 251, 394 

Medhatithi Gautama, 393 

Medical, 358 n., 372, 373, 376, 378; 
formulas, 435; herbs, 277, 294; 
literature, 295, 300, 301, 35471.; 
practitioners, 277; science, 276; 
System, 352; treatment, 303 71.4; 
Writers (later), 299 

Medicinal, 359 n. 

Medicine, 275, 279, 280, 320, 357, 
359, 360, 363-365, 370, 371, 389, 
403 

Medicine of Ancient India, 424 n. 2 

Meditation, 9o, 256, 259, 447, 460, 
493, 494, 500, 501, 511 

Meditative union, 446 

Medium, 229 

medo-dharā, 317 

Medulla oblongata, 355 

Megasthenes, 543 

Memory, 24, 148, 261, 264, 373, 374 

Mendicant, 505 

Menstrual blood, 350, 352 
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Menstrual flow, 351 || 
Menstrual product, 313 |. 
Mental, 24, 500, 504; causes, 187; con- il 


tact, 139; control, 500; creation, 233, | 
235, 243, 245; diseases, 418; func- 
tions, 464; inclinations, 491 ; modifi- 
cations, 243 ; movement, 238 ; opera- 


tions, 22; phenomena, 186; state, 15, i 
153, 187, 258, 500; tendencies, 468 
Mercy, 373 
Merit, 248, 249, 416 
Meru, 370 
meru danda, 352, 353 n. 
Messenger, 230 
Metacarpal, 285 
Metaphorical, 329 
Metaphysical, 191, 192, 499, 501, 502, | 
514 
Metatarsal, 285 
Method of interpretation, 2 
Methodological, 337 
Methods, 29, 166 
Methora, 543 
mettā, 460 
meya - svabhāvānugāmnyām 
canīyatā, 127 
meyatva, 121 
Mice, 409 
Middle discrimination, 140, 250 
Migration, 406 
Milk, 59, 6o, 97, 175, 322-324, 350 
Mind, 35, 76, 154, 156, 217, 232, 243, 
256, 331, 339, 355, 367, 368, 377, 
406, 419, 447, 469, 498, 500-502, 
508, 512, 530 
Mind activities, 470 
Mind-associated consciousness, 34. 
Mind-body, 523 
Mind-contact, 7o 
Mindfulness, 500 
Mind-object contact, 69 
Mind-organ, 227, 310, 314, 366 
Mind-person, 344 
Mind-structure, 524 
Mineral, 333 
Minor term, 139 
Miraculous, 294; effect, 364 
Mirage, 5, 29, 230, 234; stream, 233 
Mirror, 180 
Misconception, 479 
Misdeeds, 408 
Misery, 41, 178 
Mitāksarā, 82 n., 107 
Mithilā, 11, 125, 394 
mithuna, 392 
mithyā, 105 
mithyācāra, 493 
mithyā-jiiānam, 8, 12, 413 


anirva - 
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mithya-jndna-nimittah, 105 

mithya-samvrta, 4, 5 

mithyātva, 148, 152 

mithyā-yoga, 321, 405 

Mitra, 292 

Mixed rasa, 359 

Mixing up, 370 

Mimamsaka, 46, 54, 72, 385 

Mimamsa, 46, 56, 57 n., 86, 88, 98, 
117, 120, 154, 219, 389, 441, 479, 
483-488, 577; vidhi conception, 
479 fi; vidhi conception, diverse 
views on, 481, 482 

Mīmāmsādhikaraņa-mālā, 220 

Mīmāmsā-sūtra, 280 n., 400 n., 401 n., 
479 

Mimamsa view, 99 

MT 80, 99, 125, 171, 172, 
180 

Mode of mind, 15 

Modes of Brahman, 44 

Modification, 22, 25, 30, 101, 183, 186, 
210, 215, 233, 243, 372 

Modifications of māyā, 35 

Moggallāna, 248 

moha, 413-417, 498 

mohanam, 498 

Moist, 337 n., 361 

Moistening, 361 

Moisture, 358, 360, 365 

moksa, 44, 227, 229, 249, 267, 407, 
523 

moksa-sādhana, 228 

moksa-šāstra, 385, 423 

Moksopāya-sāra, 232 

Molecular, 194. 

Momentariness, 66, 184, 186 

Momentary, 5, 32, 63, 70, 71, 96, 177, 
182, 184-186, 201, 367, 368; ap- 
pearance, 32; cause, 185; character, 
182 n.; existents, 32; flashing, 31, 
63; ideas, 30; imaginations, 233; 
individuals, 59 

Moments, 15, 26 n., 27 n., 60, 65, 151, 
182, 184, 206, 211 n., 236, 238 

Mongolia, 164 

Monism, 43 

Monistic, 204; interpretation, 218; 
type, 228; Wedānta, 219; view, 
203 . 

Moon, 6, 26, 330, 525 

Moral, 23 n., 24, 378, 404, 464, 484, 
511, 523; conflict, 453, 495; destiny, 
206, 207; discipline, 500; efforts, 
466, 467; elevation, 447, 457; in- 
junctions, 278; life, 418; precepts, 
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Mērality, 522 s 


Morbid elements, 319 

Morbidities, 325 

Morbidity, 336, 360, 362, 365 

Mosquitoes, 409 

Mother-energy, 355 

Motion, 163, 360 

Motionless, 408 

Motor dhamani, 351 

Motor organs, 261 

Mouth, 156, 325 

Movement, 188, 235, 352, 365, 371; 
of thought, 254 

Moving, 332, 361 

mrdu, 359 n., 361 

mrgatrsņikādayaļ, 21 n. 

mrtyu, 299 

Mucus, 276 

Mudga, 358 n. 

muditā, 412, 460 

mudrās, 455 

mukhya, 259 n. 3 

Muktāvalī, 225 

mukti, 245, 272 

Muktika, 511 n. 

Muktika-Upanisad, 246, 247 n., 511 n. 

Mukundadāsa, 443 

Mukundāšrama, 82 n. 

Multiplicity, 243 

Mummadideva, 232 

Mumuksu-vyavahāra, 231 

Mundane, 512 

muni, 233, 506 

Munidāsa, 431 

mufija grass, 296 

Mutfijavān, 298 n. 4 

Muņdaka, 345, 551 

Muņdaka-bhāsya-vyākhyāna, 193 

Muņdaka-Upanisad, 50, 78, 250 n., 
260, 344 n., 345, 494, 495, 551 

Mundaka-Upanisad-bhasya, 78 

Muralidhar, P., 424 

Muscles, 254 

Music, 498 n. 

Mutual dependence, 159 

Mutual help, 184 

Mutual interdependence, 140 

Mutual negation, 122, 200, 226 

Mutual reference, 158 

Mutual relations, 204 

mūdhā, 378 

mūlādhāra, 453 

mūrdhni, 449 

mūrttāmūrtta-rāši, 44 

mūtrātisāra, 296 

Mysterious centre, 356 

Mysterious Kuņģalinī, The, 353 n. 

Mysterious operation, 364 

Mysterious power, 356 
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Mystic, 534 
Mystical cognition, 491 
Mystical state, 451 


nada, 345 

Nagnaka, 300 

Nails, 325, 326 x. 

nairūpya, 174. 

Naisadha-carita, 126, 393 

Naiskarmya-siddhi, 17, 80, 82, 84, 99, 
100, 102, 148 n., 198, 199, 216, 251 

Naiskarmya-siddhi-tīkā, 148 n. 

Naiskarmya-siddhi-vivaraņa, 99 

naisthikī, 415 

Naiyayika, 51, 71, 108, 118, 120, 124, 
127, 128, 131, 134, 139, 144, 146, 
163, 167, 171, 172, 176, 182, 185, 
189, 227, 329, 412 

na kimcid avedisam, 154 

Naksatra-kalpa, 283 

Nakula, 432 

nalam, 345 n. 

Nara, 537, 543 

Naradanta, 428 

Narahari, 57, 231, 443 

Narasimha, 79 

Narasimha Bhatta, 55 

Narasimha Kavirāja, 329 n., 434 

na svarūpa-drstih prati-yogy -apeksa, 
199 

Natural forces, 185 

Natural quality, 502 

Nature, 358 n., 501, 525; of conscious- 
ness, 64; of knowledge, 194; of 
things, 372 

Nauseating, sor 

nava, 385 

nava-dvāram, 292 

Nava-nītaka, 435 

Nava-sāhasāika-carita, 126 

nava-tantra, 385 

navābhyasta-tantra, 385 

Navel, 318, 342, 350, 352, 355 

navya-nyāya, 124 

na vyavahāra-bījam, 89 

Naya-maņi-māla, 219 

Naya-mayūkha-mālikā, 219 

Nayana-prasádini, 147, 156 n. 

nàbhi, 289 

nābhi-kanda, 355 

nadi, 257, 263, 289 n., 290, 291, 344— 
346, 348, 353-356; its meaning, 345; 
its number, 3451., 348; its pre- 
Carakian senses, 345, 346 

nādīkā, 345 

nādī-samsparšanodyata, 2 56 

Nadt-vijfiana, 354 

nàdi-vrana, 296 
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Naduvil Matham, 198 

Nāga, 75, 539 

Nāganātha, 434 

Nagarjuna, 3, 4, 7, 8, 10, 30, 51, 119, 
124, 127, 163-165, 168, 170, 171, 
7372, 398, 424-428, 436; his criti- 
cism of causation as interpreted by 
Bhavya and Candrakirti, 164, 166; 
his criticism of causation contrasted 
with that of the Hīnayānists, 168; 
his criticism of the concept of 
“going,” 168 ff.; his distinction of 
limited truth (samvrta) and absolute 
truth (paramārtha), 3; his view re- 
garding production and nature of 
things, 41; his main thesis of "no 
thesis," 163, 164, 166, 167 

Nāgeša, 262 

Nagesvara, 55 

nāksatrāņi, 292 n. 

nāma-rūpa, 498 

nāma-rūpānkura, 307 

Nāma-samgraha-mālikā, 220 

Nana Diksita, 17, 52, 222 n., 225 

nānāpeksa-pratiyoginām bhedah pratī- 
yate, 95 

nāra, 538 

nārāyaņa, 439, 535, 537, 539, 541, 543, 
545, 546, 548, 549; conception of, 
537, 538 

Nārāyaņa Diksita, 54 n. 

Nārāyaņa Jyotisha, 57 n. 

Nārāyaņa Yati, 79 

Nārāyaņāšrama, 53, 54, 216 

Nārāyaņendra Sarasvatī, 78 

nāsikya, 259 n. 3 

fióna-samvara, 500 

Nearness, 360 

Necessary antecedence, 186 

Neck, 336 

Negation, 85, 91, 95, 97, 110, 117, 131, 
132, 143, 162, 182, 194, 222, 223, 
271, 438 

Negative, 117, 121, 153; criticism, 192; 
instances, 121; pleasures, 9o 

Negativity, 193 

Neither-real-nor-unreal, 1 17 

Neo-realist, 269 

Nepal, 58 x. 

Nerve-physical, 356 

Nerve-plexus, 353-356, 453, 455 

Nerves, 256, 342, 356 

Nervous system, 344, 352, 453 

Nescience, 6, 9, 45, 101, 117, 148, 153, 
195, 221, 222, 227, 449 

Neutral, 357, 378 

New bones, 286 n. 1 

New moon, 519 
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New Testament, 549 

Nibandha, 192, 497 

nibandha-puspāfījali, 49 

Nibandha-samgraha, 273, 424, 427 

nibbāņa, 460 

nidaršana, 389, 392 

Nidana, 301, 395, 397, 428, 430, 432, 
433 

Nidāna-pradīpa, 434 

Nidāna-sthāna, 395, 425, 428 

Niddesa, 539, 542, 549 

nidrā, 104 

nigamana, 379, 387 

Nigama-tattva-sāra-tantra, 353 n. 

Nigamānta Mahādešika, 439 

nigraha-sthāna, 388, 401 

Nihilists, 127, 234 

nihsvabhāva, 35 

nihšesa-karmāšaya, 249 

nihšvāsa, 327 

nijigimsanatā, 496 

Nimbārka school, 443 

Nimi, 357 

Nimi-tantra, 435 

nimitta, 74, 395 

nimitta-kāraņa, 360 

nimilite, 257 

niranuyojyānuyoga, 389 n. 

nirarthaka, 389 n. 

nirākārā buddhih, 180 

nirāspadā, 21 n. 

nirdeša, 389, 390 

nirņaya, 389 

Nirukta, 275 n., 346 n., 535, 547 

nirvacana, 389, 392 


nir-vikalpa, 22, 374, 401 
nir-vikara, 368 
Nis$caladāsa Svāmin, 216 x. 
Niscala Kara, 427, 429 
niscaya, 173, 373, 384 
nišcayātmikā, 484 n. 1 
nišcayātmikā antahkaraņa-vrtti, 75 
niscayatmikah, 367 
niskarsaņa, 169 
niskriya, 163 
nisprakarikayah saprakārakatvena bhā- 
vah, 224 . 
nitamba, 285 n. 7, 287 n.2 
Nityabodha Ācārya, 111 
nityaga, 368 n. 
nitya-naimittika, 442 
Nityanātha Siddha, 427 
nitya-sama, 380 n. 4, 382 n. 
nityatva-pratisedhāt, 386 n. 
nityatvād, 22 n. 
nigy Initya-vastu-viveka, 495% 


mivasisyasi, 55x 

mivesanam, 497 

nivrtti, 507, 508 

niyamā, 278, 454, 455, 491 

niyama-viddhi, 4 

niyantā, 332 

niyati, 372, 410 

niyoga, 392, 481 

Niyoga-kànda, 87, 88, 98 

nila, 29 

Nilakantha, 274, 443, 545 

Nīlakaņtha Bhatta, 434 7. 4 

Nilakantha Diksita, 219 

nīlāgalasālā, 298 n. 6 

nilikà, 297 

nirandhra, 354 n. 

Non-appropriation, 506 

Non-being, 143, 148, 203, 238 

Non-Buddhistic, 164 

Non-distinction, 207-209 

Non-eternal, 120-122, 386 n., 387 

Non-eternality, 191 

Non-existence, 28, 193, 217, 243, 517 

Non-existent, 12, 28, 32, 41, 111, 120, 
121, 152, 155, 161, 173, 194, 224, 
234, 235, 244, 259, 517 

Non-existing effects, 174 

Non-injury,469, 505,506, 508-511, 514 

Non-momentary, 182 

Non-moral, 403 

Non-perception, 200 

Non-permanency of entities, 185 

Non-pleasurable-painful, 23 n. 

Non-production, 249 

Non-self, 6, 101; elements, 24 

Non-stealing, 505 

Non-transgression, 500 

Normal, 335; duty, 509, 514, 516; 
measure, 319; state, 339 

Nose, 325 

Nostrils, 367 

Nothingness, 16 

Nourishment, 307 

Nrga, 107 

Nrsimhasvarūpa, 52 x. 

Nrsimha Thakkura, 443 

Nrsirnhāšrama Muni, 17, 31, 43, 
51-56, 57 n., 72, 78, 92, 103, 124, 
216-218; his date and works, 216; 
nature of his Vedāntic interpreta- 
tions, 217 

Number, 158, 162, 188, 360, 370 

Numerical, 14; difference, 370; quali- 
ties, 162 

Nutrient, 365 7. 

Nutritive, 357, 358; elements, 185 

Nyāya, 19, 40, 51, 57 %., 107, 115, 117, 
120, 122, 125-127, 137, 143, 146, 
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Nyāya (cont.) 
147, 160, 161, 168, 170, 179, 192, 
205, 211, 248, 306, 307, 375, 379, 
393, 394, 415, 482, 483 n. 2, 484, 
485, 515, 517; its arguments in 
favour of the existence of God criti- 
cized by Kamalašīla, 176 ff.; its idea 
of emancipation, 248; its theory of 
the subtle body, 306; origin of, 
392 ff. ; springs of action in, 412, 413 
Nyāya, categories, 147, 148, 156, 192; 
definitions, 163; logic, 167; logi- 
cians, 192; perceptions, 168; philo- 
sophy, 145, 398; psychology, 414; 
school, 167; system, 374, 408; view, 
178; writers, 124, 127, 146, 157 
Nyāya-candrikā, 57 n., 425, 428 
Nyāya-dīpāvalī, 51, 116, 118, 192 
Nyāya-dīpāvalī-tātparya-tīkā, 116 
Nyāya-dīpikā, 442 
Nyāyā-kalpa-latikā, 83 
Nyāya-kandalī, 83,85, 249 n., 263 n. 1, 
306, 412 
Nyāya-kaņikā, 45 n., 83, 85, 87, 107, 
482 n. 1 
Nyāya-loka-siddhi, 49 
Nyāya-makaranda, 12, 49, 69 n., 70 n., 
89 n., 116-118, 147 n., 192, 194 
Nyāya-makaranda-samgraha, 192 
Nyāya-makaranda-tīkā, 116 
Nyāya-makaranda-vivecanī, 116 
Nyāya-mafijarī, 107, 248 n., 278 n., 
307 n. 1, 381, 382 n., 394 n., 399, 
413, 460 n. 1, 480 n. 1 
Nyāya-mālā, 81 
Nyāya-muktāvalī, 219 
Nyāya-nibandha-prakāša, 107 
Nyāya-nirņaya, 193 
Nyāya-parisuddhi, 119, 120 
Nyāya-raksā-maņi, 82 n., 220 
Nyāya-ratna-tīkā, 45 n. 
Nyāya-ratnāvalī, 77 n. 
Nyāya-sāra, 120, 122 
Nyāya-sāra-vicāra, 122 
Nyāya-siddhānta-dīpa, 54 
Nyāya-siddhānta-matijarī, 218 n. 
Nyya-siddhanta-masiart-eyakkyana, 
210 n. 
Nyāya-sudhā, 148 n. 
Nyaàya-süci-nibandha, 107, IIZ 
Nyaya-sütra, 107, 248, 273, 371, 374, 
377, 379-381, 383 n. 1, 386 n., 387, 
388 n., 393, 394, 398-401 
Nyāya-sūtra-vrtti, 393 
Nyāya-šāstra, 393, 394 
Nyāya-sikhāmaņi, 54 
Nyāya-tattvāloka, 45 n. 
Nyaya-Vaisesika, 49, 163, 197, 310, 
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328, 371, 372, 515; analysis of voli- 
tion, 515; criticism of its categories 
by Sriharsa, 127 ff.; its categories 
criticized by Anandajfiana, 193, 194; 
its categories refuted by Citsukha, 
157 fĒ.; its categories refuted by 
Kamalasila, 187 ff.; its categories 
refuted by Sankara, 189 ff. 
Nyāya-vārttika, 106 
Nyāya-vārttika-tātparya - parisuddhi, 
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Nyāya-vārttika-tātparya-tīkā, 45 n. 
nyáya-vistara, 547 
nyāyācārya, 122 
Nyāyāmrta, 118, 225 
Nyāyāmyta-tarangiņī, 118 
nyūna, 384, 385, 388, 389 


Object, 17, 19, 25, 27, 29-31, 35, 88, 
358, 367, 401; of awareness, 20, 29, 
209; of consciousness, 64; of know- 
ledge, 27 

Object-consciousness, 149 

Objection, 31, 101, 153 

Objective, 21, 22, 24, 508; conscious- 
ness, 236; content, 15; entities, 25; 
existence, 21, 149; experience, 102; 
ignorance, 77; plane, 73; self, 34; 
world, 20, 236 

Objectively, 236 

Objectivity, 29, 101, 153 

Oblations, 448, 526 

Obligatoriness, 46 

Obligatory duty, 99, 506 

Observation, 174, 366, 375 

Obstacle, 377 

Occasion, 377 

Occasional, 368 

Occipital, 287 n. 5 

Ocean waves, 329 

Odour, 320, 355, 365 

Oiliness, 328 

ojas, 293, 315-317, 324 n., 343, 346 

Old age, 512, 523 

Older literature, 104 

OM, 494, 526 

Omnipresent, 204, 529 

Omniscience, 22, 39, 53 

Omniscient, 50, 118, 177; being, 135; 
God, 72 

Oneness, 224; of reality, 129 

Ontological, 36, 265, 366, 517, 518; 
existence, 73; objectivity, 25 

Operation, 144, 177, 198 

Operative, 177; action, 1 37; functions, 
76; principle, 333 

Opposite quality, 190 

Oppositica, 497 
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Oppositional relation, 95 

Oppositional term, 95 

Organ, 357, 358, 365 

Organism, 515 

Organized, 500 

Organizer, 176 

Oriental Historical Manuscripts, 219 

Oriental Manuscript Library, 205 

Origin, 239, 410 n., 526 

Origination, 4, 161, 235; of the sub- 
stratum, I2 

Orissa, 164 

Orthodox school, 369 

Os calcis, 284 n. 3 

Oscillating movement, 238 

Oscillation, 158 

Os innominatum, 285 x. 7 

“Osteology,” 424, 434 

Otherness, 131, 132 

Oughtness, 482 

Outbursts of pleasure, 245 

Ovary, 290, 302, 307, 309 

Owls, 409 


Pada-candrikà, 232, 434. 

Pada-mafijari, 297 n. 4 

Pada-yojanikā, 79 

padārtha, 389, 390 

Padārtha - candrikā - prabhāsa - nāma, 
436 

Padārtha-nirņaya, 44 

Padārtha-tattva, 10 

Padārtha-tattva-nirņaya, 50, 51, 57 n. 

Padārtha-tattva-nirņaya-vivaraņa, 193 

Paddy, 358 n. 

padma, 356 

Padmanābha Pandita, 126 x. 

Padmapāda, 8, 9, 30, 31 7., 32, 34, 47, 
48, 51, 54, 79, 86, 89 n., 102, 106, 
147-149, ISI, 209; causality of 
Brahman, 106; his followers, 102, 
103; his view of perception, etc., 
105, 106; meaning of ajfidna, 104, 
105; quarrel with Buddhists re- 
garding the nature of existence, 32; 
regarding the nature of self-con- 
Sciousness, 33 ff. 

Padma-purāņa, 393 

padma-yugma-trayg, 257 

Paila, 432 

Pain, 175, 181, 203, 242, 248, 343, 
360, 366, 369, 371, 373, 412, 463, 
470, 510-512 

Painful, 23 x., 242 

Painting, 203 

Paippalāda, 283 

paksa, 121, 139 

bakga-dharmata, 148 [3 
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pakse vyāpaka-pratītya-paryavasāna- 
balāt, 121 

bakvāšaya, 316, 317, 330, 336 

Palate, 348 

Palatine process, 287 x. 4 

palita, 297 

Palījaka, 300 

Pancreas, 288 n. 3 

Pandit, 17 n., 217, 222 n., 223 n., 2247., 
225 n., 270 n. 

Pandit, Mr, 111, r12 

Panjpur, 429 

panthā, 348 n. 

Pantheism, 451 

Pantheistic, 1 

Pantzinor village, 429, 430 

pafica-dasanga yoga, 454 

Paicadast, 214, 215, 216 n., 251 m. 

pafica-maha-bhüta-vikarah, 358 

Paricanada, 429 

Paiicanaliya kāvya, 126 

Paīīca-pādikā, 8, 31n., 52, 54, 102, 
103, 106, 148, 209, 251 

Patīca-pādikā-dhyāsa-bhāsya-vyākhyā, 

rm. 

Pafica- pādikā-šāstra-darpaņa, 31n., 
103 

Patīca-pādikā-vivaraņa, 17, 30, 31 n., 
32, 33 n., 34 n., 52, 53, 79, 84, 103, 
148, 149, 193, 206 n., 208-210, 214, 
216 

Pafica-padika-vivarana-bhava-prakasi- 
kā, 31 n. 

Pajica-padika-vivarana-prakasika, 54, 
103, 217 

Patīca-pādikā-vyākhyā, 52 n. 

Patica-prakriyā, 52 n. 

Patica-rātra, 461, 491, 
548 n. 

Paficasikha, 476 

patica-vidham adhyātman, 537 

patīcendriya-guņāvahā, 355 

paricikarana, 74 n., 76 

Paūicīkaraņa-bhāva-prakāšikā, 79 

Paticīkaraņa-prakriyā, 79 

Paiicīkaraņa-tātparya-candrikā, 79 

Paūīcīkaraņa-tīkā-tattva-candrikā, 79 

Paticīkaraņa-vārttika, 79 

Paticīkaraņa-vārttikābharaņa, 79 


546, 547, 


nidhi, 497 
para, 360, 369, 370, 378 
parah ātmā, 368 
paralokaisana, 405 
* parama-guru, 86 
parama-hamsa, 252 n. 
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Parama-hamsa- Upanisad, 252 n. 

paramam padam, 228 

parama-sūksma, 411 

Paramānanda, 126 n. 

paramāņu, 189, 193 

paramartha, 5 

paramartha-darsana, 248 

paramārtha-prapā, 443 

paramārtha-rūpa, 4 

paramártha-satya, 3 

paramdtman, 445, 446, 455, 461, 465, 
466 

paramātma-rāši, 44. 

Paramešvara, 53, 206 

param ojas, 343 

param dhāma, 533 

para purusa, 468 

parasparādhyāsa, 113 

parasparopakāritā, 184 

para-tantratā, 10 

para-vijūiapti-visesādhipatyāt, 21 n. 

parādi, 369 

parā prakrti, 465 

parārtha, 412 

Parāšara, 251 

Parāšara-samhitā, 432 

Parāšara-smrti, 83, 252 n. 

paribandho, 497 

Paribhāsā, 53 

Parietal, 287 n. 5 

bariggaho, 496 

parigraha, 409 

parihāra, 388 

Parimala, 106 n. 

bariņāma, 21, 38, 39, 44, 46, 172, 190, 
193, 194, 224, 370, 372, 410; cause, 
45; doctrine, 171; view of causation, 
45 

pariņāmi-kāraņa, 51 

paripáka, 27 n. 

parisamkhyà-vidhi, 47 

parispanda, 256 

parisat, 378 

Parjanya, 300 n. 2 

baroksatvād acintyam, 316 

Particles, 157 

Particular, 63 

Partless, 157, 158, 190, 199 

Parts, 40 

Parvataka-tantra, 435 

paryanuyojyopeksana, 389 n. 

Passion, 229, 373, 414, 419, 451, 453, 
459, 477, 489, 493, 497, 498, 529, 
531 

Passionlessness, 475 

Passive, 24 

pasavah, 292 n. 

pasyanti, 353 
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Pataiijali, 259 n., 265, 304 7., 403, 408, i 
410 n., 414, 431, 436, 443, 447, 451— 
455, 458, 460, 461, 476, 477, 491, 
492, 504, 539, 540, 542, 543, 546, | 
548, 549 Í 

Patañjali-sūtra, 517 

Patella bone, 285 n. 4 | 

Path of wisdom, 495 | 

Pathology, 434 

Patience, 360, 500-502, 510 i 

Patient, 296 

patitthā, 459, 500 

batigho, 497 

paurņamāsī, 292 n. 

paurusa, 252-254, 272, 525 

paurusa-vādins, 402 

Pausa, 294 

Pauskalāvata, 424 

Pauskalāvata-tantra, 435 

paustika, 281, 296 

pavamana, 292 n. 

pavana, 333 

Pavinasa demon, 300 

bācaka, 303, 330 

Pādma-tantra, 548 n. 3 

pāka, 362 365, 370 

Pāņģava, 502, 545 

Pāņģya, 219 

Panini, 297 n., 538-540, 542, 543 

pāņi-pāda-salākādhisthāna, 285 n. 3 

pani-padanguli, 285 n. 1 

pàpa, 522 

pāramārthika, 2, 44 

paramparya, 374 

Pārāšarya, 316 

pāribhāsika, 363 

pārimāņdalya, 189; measure, 190 

Parsvanatha, 544 

bārsņī, 284 

pārthiva, 359 

bāsaņda, 541 

pāsāņavat-samam, 266 

Pātatijala-Sāmkhya, 177 

bātāla, 76, 300 

Pātrasvāmin, 172 

Pataliputra, 427 

bātimokkha-samvara, 500 

Pea, 169 

Peace, 444, 450, 420, 500, 501, 503, 
[291 

Peacefulness of mind, 510 

Pearl, 525 

Peculiarities, 159 

Pelvic bone, 287 n. 1 

Pelvic cavity, 285 

Pelvis, 340, 348 

pemam, 497 

Penancss, 539 
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Penis, 296, 326 n: 
People, 509 
Perceived universe, 241 
Perceiver, 22, 67, 135, 139, 155, 200- 
202, 209, 234, 341 
Perceiving, 330; power, 200; principle, 
199 
Perceiving-self, 200 
Perception, 17, 18, 20, 21, 65, 88, 92, 
116, 117, 135, 145, 148, 159, 167, 
180, 187, 192, 194, 200, 202, 205, 
207, 208, 212, 213, 226, 234, 254, 
269, 270, 302, 373, 374, 377, 401, 
407; of identity, 65 
Percepts, 270 
Perceptual, 77; data, 156; experience, 
105; knowledge, 77, 192; process, 
208, 217 
Percipi, 19 
Performance, 502 
Perfumes, 498 n. 
Pericardium, 284 n. 3 
Permanence, 186 
Permanent, 22, 179, 241, 368, 369; 
consciousness, 71 ; convictions, 240; 
entity, 22; perceiver, 187; self, 71, 
179; subject, 366; substance, 145 
Persistence, 18, 67; of knowledge, 18 
Persistent, 188, 241 
Persisting cause, 183 
Persisting entity, 183, 184 
Person, 252, 255, 367 
Personality, 110, 524. 
Perspiration, 351; channels, 348 
Pessimism, 414, 504 
Pessimistic tendency, 521 
pest, 314, 318 
Petta Diksita, 54 n. 
phala, 359 
phala-tyaga, 444 
phale nersyu, 420 
Phantom show, 11 
phana, 342, 351 
Pharmacopaia, 277 
Pharyngeal plexus, 355 
Phālguna, 294 
Phenomena, 177, 501 
Phenomenal, 126, 127, 167, 499; 
appearance, 48; reality, 167; self, 
415 
Phenomenoh, 374 
Philosopher, 38, 446 
Philosophic, 502; analysis, 467; know- 
ledge, 246, 523; truth, 504; view, 
2; wisdom, 494 
Philosophical, 228, 501; development, 
48; idea, 366; ignorance, 417; truth, 
439 C 
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Philosophy, 44, 51, 66, 73, 228, 504, 
509, 517, 525; of Bādarāyaņa, 36 

Phlegm, 299, 300, 325, 365, 391 

Phlegmatic diseases, 299 

Physical, 238, 369, 404, 504; diseases, 
418; process, 48; propulsion, 480; 
sciences, 273; trouble, 512; world, 
270 

Physician, 277, 278, 328 n., 338, 357, 
387, 389, 392, 415 

Physiological activity, 331 

Physiological effects, 360 

Physiological functions, 261, 263, 331, 
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Physiological operations, 332, 335 

Physiological position, 332 

picchila, 359 n., 361 

bihā, 497 

Pilgrimage, 230, 441, 508 

Pillar, 26 

pingala, 257, 292, 353 n, 354, 453, 
454 

pinda, 43, 312 n., 314 

bipāsā, 496 

bipāsā-sthāna, 288 n. 1 

Pipe, 346 

pippalt, 299 n. x 

Pischel, R., 345 n. 

Pisdca, 282, 300 

Pisaca-veda, 274 n. 3 

pity-yāna, 519, 521 , 

pitta, 257, 276, 282, 296, 300, 317, 
319, 320, 325—337, 339, 341, 344, 
347, 349, 350, 361, 362, 365, 392, 
524; nature Of, 330, 331 

pitta-dharā, 317 

pittala, 334 n. 

pitta-prakrti, 328, 334 

pittāšaya, 350 

pithara-paka, 194 

piyato, 490 

pilu-paka, 194 

Placenta, 291 

Planet, 333 

Plant, 333, 359 

Plato, 506 

Playful activity, 42 

Playful instincts, 178 

plāšī, 289 

Pleasantness, 358 

Pleasing, 337 n. T 

Pleasurable, 23 n., 242; experience, 
91; state, 181 

Pleasure, 68, 175, 247, 248, 343, 360, 
366, 369, 371, 373, 374, 404, 412, 
452, 463, 487, 504, 508-512, 520 

Pleasure-seeking, 507 

Plexus, 353 7., 356 s: 
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plīhan, 288 

Pluralistic experience, 204 

Plurality, 38, 39, 95, 161, 195; of 
causes, 161 

Points of dispute, 389 

Poison, 359 7., 361, 497 

Polemic, 126, 127 

Polemical, 204 

Poles, 208 

Politics, 385 

Polluting agents, 326—328 

Pollution, 408, 409 

Popular belief, 377 

Positive, 47; cause, 197; entity, 182; 
experience, 154; knowledge, 154; 
quality, 152; unity, 153 

Positive Sciences of the Ancient Hindus, 
253 n, 356 n. 

Positivity, 193 

Possession, 158 

Postures, 455 

posaka-rasa, 323 n. 

Potency, 8, 31, 175, 359, 361-363, 
370 

Potency-in-chief, 364 

Potential, 23 ».; ajfidna, 53; energy, 
356 

Potentialities, 24 

Potter, 249 

Potter's wheel, 246 

Power, 8, 22, 215, 243, 510; of con- 
trolling others, 505 x.; of produc- 
tivity, 26 n. 

Prabandha-parisodhint, 52 n. 

Prabhākara, 66, 67, 69, 147, 154, 155, 
197, 249, 483, 515; his analysis of 
illusion, 154; his idea of emanci- 
pation, 249 

prabhāva, 323, 362, 364-366 

Prabodha-candrikā, 443 

Prabodha-candrodaya nātaka, 220 

Practical action, 152 

Practical discipline, 00 

Practical movement, 155 

Practice, 487, 500, 514 

pradesa, 389, 391 

pradhàna, 172, 370, 440 

Pradyumna, 543, 545 

Pragalbha Mišra, 126 x. 

Pragmatic, 371; basis, 152 

Praise, 512 

praisya-praisayoh sambandhah, 48x 

prajah, 292 n. 

Prajapati, 484 

prajfiapti-sat, 58 

prajfid, 24, 265, 491, 504, 548 

Prajfiakara Gupta, 49 

Prajfianananda, 79, 196 


prajfiaparadha, 321, 339, 405, 415- 
418, 422 

prakaraņa, 57 n., 231 

Prakarana-paficika, 249 

prakarana-sama, 380n., 382n., 386, 387 

Prakatārtha-vivaraņa, 46, 49, 50, 72, 
196—198, 205, 206, 213; its philo- 
sophy, dates, etc., 196-198 

prakasa-heyatvat, 197 4 

Prakāšānanda, 17-19, 31 7., 52, 53, 
55, 56, 84, 221, 223-225, 270; Brah- 
ma and the world in, 224; discus- 
sions regarding awareness in, 17— 
19; discussions regarding subjective 
idealism in, 17 ; māyāin, 224; nature 
of ajitāna in, 222; nature of ānanda 
in, 223 ; negative dialectics of, 18, 19; 
quarrel with Vasubandhu of, 19; 
theory of causality in, 221-223; 
view-point of his work, 220, 221; 
works of, 225 

Prakasanubhavananda, 17 x. 

Prakāšātman, 9, 10, 17, 30, 33, 82, 84, 
89, 103-106, 118, 148, 149, 151, 193, 
208-210, 214, 222-224, 234; his 
quarrel with the Buddhists regard- 
ing nature of objects, 30, 31 

Prakāšātma-srī-caraņaih, 104 

prakopa, 335 n. 

prakrti, 42, 72, 101, 104, 109, 175, 177, 
181, 238, 239, 250, 258, 265, 272, 
334, 335, 372, 388, 410, 440, 455, 
457, 461—465, 467, 473, 477, 478, 
482, 515, 516, 525, 526, 533, 534 

prakrti-dogas, 335 n. 

prakrti-māna, 335 n. 

prakrtim yānti māmikām, 526 

pralaya, 37, 48, 191 

pramā, 128, 137, 194, 206, 212, 213 

pramāda, 413 

pramāņa, 77, 128, 137, 167, 194, 204, 
222, 254, 373, 375, 376, 379, 380, 
384 n. 

pramāņa-caitanya, 207, 208 

Pramāņa-matījarī, 120, 124 

Pramāņa-mālā, 12, 13, 51, 116, 118, 
148, I92 

prama@na-samuccaya, 44 

Pramāņa-vārttikālankāra, 49 

Pramāņa-vārttikālankāra-tīkā, 49 

Pramāņa-vidhvamsana, 393 n. 

Pramāņa-vidhvamsana-sambhāsita-vy- 
tti, 398 n. 

Pramāņa-vrtti-nirņaya, 198 

pramátr, 77, 105 

prameha, 343 n. 

Prameya-dīpikā, 442 

prameyatsàt, 121 
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pramiti, 77 E 

Pramodapurandara Ācārya, 225 n. 

braņetā, 332 

prasanga, 389, 391 

prasanga-pratidrstanta-sama, 380 n. 4 

prasanga-sama, 381 n. 

prasáda, 318, 325, 492 

prasāda-dhātu, 325 

prasāra, 336 n. 

Prasthāna-bheda, 225 

prasyandana, 349 

prašama, 335 

Prašastamati, 172 

Prašastapāda, 162, 249, 412, 413, 505, 
515 

Prasastapada-bhàsya, 163 n. 

Prasnanidhàna, 428 

Prašna-Upanisad, 78, 290n., 344m., 
345 

Prasna-Upanisad-bhasya, 78 

prathamā-bhūmikā, 264. 

pratibandha, 176 

pratibimba, 48 

pratibimba-vàda, 106 

pratijiia, 379, 387 

pratijītā-hāni, 388 

prattjitāntara, 388 n. 

pratijfia-sannyàsa, 388 n. 

Pratimā-nātaka, 394 n. 

pratinivista, 378 

pratipaksa-bhāvanā, 460 

pratipannopādhau | misedha - pratiyogit- 
vam, 222 

pratipannopādhāva-pratiyogitva, 217 

pratisamskartr, 425 

pratisthà, 279, 285 

pratisthapand, 379 

prati-tantra-siddhanta, 383 

pratīkopāsanā, 448, 488 

pratīta, 19, 128 

pratītya-samutpāda, 3 n., 8 

bratyabhijūā, 33, 65, 67 

pratyag ātman, 6 

Pratyagbhagavān, 147 

Pratyag-rūpa-bhagavān, 119 x. 

pratyak, 63 

pratyak-cit, 110 

pratyak-citi, 9 

Pratyak-svarūpa-Bhagavat, 156 n. 

pratyaksa, 92, 194, 207, 373, 374. 376, 
379, 407, 411 

Pratyaksadevayathācārya, 439 

Pratyaksa-sariram, 354 n. 

Pratyak-tattva-pradipika, 222 n.,223 n. 

pratyaktva, 115 

praty-anuyoga, 384 

pratyaya, 395 5 

prafyahara, 454, 455 


pratyátma-vedya, 22 

pratyetavya, 19 

bratyudāharati, 342 

Praudhānubhūti, 81 

Pravacana-bhāsya, 250 

pravartanā, 482 

pravartate, 314 

pravrtti, 389, 507 

pravrtti-samarthya, 130 

brayatna, 238, 369-371 

prayatnādi, 371 

prayatnānta, 369, 370 

prayatnāntarīyaka, 381 n. 

prayatnāntarīyakatva, 382 n. 

prayojana, 383, 384 n. 1 

brākrta-māna, 319, 320 

brāktana, 253 

pramanya, 214 

prāņa, 75, 76, 104, 258-260, 262, 291, 
292, 393, 311, 332, 333, 340, 342, 
344,346, 347,349,352, 356, 373, 448, 
449; as depending on the head, 340; 
as vibration, 263 ; as vital parts, 342; 
channels of, 347, 348; heart the 
centre of, 340; history of the mean- 
ing of, 259 ff.; seat of, according to 
Caraka, 342 

prāņaisaņā, 405 

prāņa-karmāņi, 448 

pranamaya-kosa, 76 

prana-nirodha, 258, 268 

prüna-samyamana, 454 

prāņa-spanda, 256, 257 

prāņa-vahā, 318 

prana-vahanam srotasām hrdayam mū- 
lam, 343 

prána vāyu, 348, 355 

brāņāpāna-gatī ruddhvā, 448 

prāņāya svāhā, 448 

prāņāyāma, 256, 257, 447-449, 452— 
455 458 — 

prapty-aprapti-sama, 380 n. 4, 381 n. 

prārabdha-karma, 247, 250 

Pratisakhyas, 276 

prātītīka-sattva, 270 

prayas-citta, 275, 278, 281, 295, 296 

Pre-condition, 405, 506 

Predatory birds, 409 

Predominance, 367 

Preferment, 501 

Preparatory measure, 500 

preraņa, 481 

Presentation of the false, 154. 

Pride, 267, 373, 409, 509-511 

Principle of consciousness, 20, 22 

Principle of difference, 60 

Principle of intelligence, 20 

Principle of thought, 35 
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Privilege, 505 

prinana, 328 

Probability, 373 

Probandum, 120, 121, 139, 140 

Probans, 139 

Proceedings and Transactions of the First 
Oriental Conference, Poona, 400 n. 

Proceedings of the Madras Oriental 
Conference, 232 

Process, 256, 377 

Procreator, 525 

Product, 13, 18, 23, 331; complexes, 4 

Production, 11, 18, 25, 32, 37, 38, 41, 
62, 166, 168, 173, 174, 177, 182, 184, 
186, 187, 190, 235, 236; of action, 
473; of knowledge, 18 

Prognostication, 396, 397 

Prohibitions, 504 

Projection of objectivity, 25 

Proof, 128 

Proper discernment, 134 

Proper measure, 325 

Proper proportion, 327 

Property, 357-360, 365, 506 

Propulsion, 481, 482 

Prosperity, 501 

Protection, 505 

Proud, 510, 511 

brstha-gatāsthi, 287 n. 1 

prstih, 286 

brihak, 370 

prthaktva, 194, 370 

brthivī, 75 

Psychical frame, 105 

Psychical process, 48 

Psychological, 108, 265, 366; appear- 
ance, 32; constituents, 58; duality 
of awareness, 29; elements, 58-60; 
entities, 59; existence, 73; experi- 
ence, 170; ignorance, 12, 109; 
necessity, 25 ; objectivity, 25 ; objects 
of awareness, 29; self, 9; thought, 


35 
Psychologically, 31 
Psycho-physical parallelism, 339 
Psychosis, 24, 29, 250, 254, 464. 
Psychosis-transformations, 22 
Pthisis, 288, 299 
Pubic, 348; bone, 285 m. 7; nerve, 
353 
Pubis, 285 n. 7 
Public good, 485 
budgala, 58, 59 
Pudgala-viniscaya, 58 n., 59 n. 
punar-ukta, 388, 389 n. 
Punarvasu, 395 
Punarvasu Atreya, 393 
Pungent, 337 7., 357-359, 363 
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Punnabhadda, 539 

punya, 522 

pupphusa, 258 n., 318 

Purana, 43, 74, 78, 228, 279, 328, 
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Purāņa-veda, 274 n. 3 
Pure, 36, 303; annihilation, 234; 


awareness, 33; being, 13; bliss, 13, 
90, II3, 215, 223; blissfulness, 92, 
cessation, 234; consciousness, 22, 
30, 33-35, 46, 65, 71—74, 77, 101, 
105, 118, 179, 181, 197, 203-207, 
209, 211, 227, 235, 236, 238, 241— 
243; essencelessness, 234; extinc- 
tion, 233; happiness, 22; idea, 234; 
intelligence, 8, 13, 21, 22, 50, 89 n., 
102, 110, 233, 477; negation, 234; 
thought, 24; vacuity, 235 

Purificatory rites, 278 

Purity, 469, 502, 505, 510, 511, 513, 
514, 542; of heart, 510; of mind, 
438, 441 

purisa, 317 

purisa-dhard, 317 

puritat, 344 

purusa, 181, 234, 241, 250, 251, 255, 
265, 272, 379, 380, 385, 388, 440, 
457, 458, 461, 465-467, 472, 477, 
524, 537 

purusah parah, 465 

purusa-kāra, 256 

purusa-nārāyaņa, 537 

Purusa-nišcaya, 342 n. 

Purusa-sūkta, 523, 524, 537 

purusārtha, 547 

purusottama, 55, 416, 466 

Purusottama Diksita, 115 

Purusottama Sarasvati, 79, 225 

Purusottamavana, 120 

bury-astaka, 245 

Pus, 325, 330 

Puspanjali, 80 

pūraka, 257, 258 

Pürnaprajfia, 120 

Parnaksa Maudgalya, 357 

Pūrņānanda, 232, 354 x. 

Pūrņānanda Sarasvatī, 79 

Pūrņānanda Tīrtha, 78, 79 

Pūrņānanda Yati, 353 n. 

pürva, 400 n. a 

pūrva-kāla-bhāvitva, 160 

pürva-paksa, 389, 391 

purva-prajfia-samskàra, 104 

pürva-rüpa, 336 n., 396, 397 

būrvavat, 398-400 

Pürvottara - mīmāmsā-vāda - naksatra- 
mālā, 219 

būsā, 335 c 
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pūtikā, 296 
pūya, 330 n. 


Qualification, 186 

Qualitative change, 15 

Qualities, 5, 143, 148, 152, 158, 161, 
162, 187, 190, 359, 360, 369-374, 
378, 462, 501, 505 n., 515 

Quick, 337 n. 

Quickness, 156 


Race, sor 

Radius, 285 n. 6 

Rage, 497 

Raghunātha, 146 

Raghunātha Siromani, 119, 124, 
126 n. 


Rains, 59, 321, 327, 335, 370 

rajas, 72, 74, 75, 303, 314, 319, 329, 
367, 372, 419, 436, 456, 468 

rajas element, 261 

rajo-vahana-nàdyah, 344 n. 

Rajputana, 539 

Rajshahi, 49 

Rajwade, V. K., 551 n. 

Raksah, 300 

rakta, 317, 324, 326, 327, 339, 352 

rakta-dharā, 317 

rakta-dusti, 324 

ram, 551 

Rangaraja Adhvarin, 54 

Rangarāja Makhindra, 218 

Rangoji Bhatta, 55, 108 

ranjaka, 330 

rasa, 194, 236, 302, 312 n. 3, 317, 322- 
325, 327, 328, 339, 343 "t. 347, 348, 
350, 357-366, 390, 391 

rasa-dhātu, 323 

rasa-dusti, 324 

Rasa-ratnākara, 427 

Rasa-sara, 123 

rasa-sthāna, 350 

rasa-vāhinī, 348 n. 

Rasabhivyanjika, 56 

Rasātala, 76 

rasayana, 276, 301 

Rasāyana-tantra, 425 

Rasika-rafijinī, 443 

rati, 490, 497 © 

Ratnakirti, 49 

Ratna-prabhā, 103, 104, 429 

Ratna-tūlikā, 56 

Ratna Vajra, 49 

rauksya, 337, 362 n. 

Ravigupta, 432 

Ray Chaudhury, Dr, 544, 550 

Radheya, 48 

Rāelhamalla, 326 x. * 
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raga, 267, 413, 414, 489, 497 

rāga-dvesa, 420 

rāgādi, 369 

Rāghavānanda, 78, 115 

Rāghavendra Svāmin, 443 

Raghavendra Yati, 17 n. 

rāja-karmāņi, 296 

Rāja Makhīndra, 218 

rājasa, 367, 373, 468-470 

Rāja-tarangiņī, 431 

Rajanaka, 443 

rāksasas, 283 

Rama, 229, 230, 255, 507, 546 

Ramabhadra, 79 

Ramabhadra Diksita, 431 

Ramabhadrananda, 56 

Ramabhadragrama, 55 

Ramacandra, 79, 238 

Ramacandra Tirtha, 79 

Ramacandra Yajvan, 220 

Rāmacandrārya, 82 n. 

Rāmadatta, 99 

Rāmadeva, 231 

Rāmakaņtha, 443 

Rāmakrsņa, 53, 216 n., 443 

Rāmakrsņa Adhvarin, 208 

Ramakrsna Bhatta, 434 n. 4 

Rāmakrsņa Diksita, 54 

Rāmanārāyaņa, 443 

Rāmanātha, 57 n., 434 

Rāmanātha Vaidya, 434 

Rāmarūdrī, 264 n. 

Rāmatīrtha, 52, 56, 79, 85, III, 115, 
118, 193 

Rāmādvaya, 197, 198, 204, 205, 208, 
212-214; ajītānas as many, 210, 211; 
continuity of perception through a 
rapid succession ajfiüma covering 
and its removal in, 211; his date and 
work, 204, 205; his definition of 
right knowledge different from that 
of Vedānta-paribhāsā, 212; his re- 
lation with Patīca-pādikā, 209, 210; 
his theory of Vedāntic perception in 
contrast to that of Vedānta-pari- 
bhāsā and Sikhamani, 225 ff.; his 
view different from that of the 
Vedānta-paribhāsā on the subject of 
the continuity of perception, 211; 
his view of time, 211, 212; move- 
ment of ortti and perception, 208— 
210; place of antahkarana in per- 
ception, 208-212; pure conscious- 
ness and perception, 211 

Rāmājitā Pandeya, 225 n., 226 

Rāmānanda, 52 n., 82 n., 439 

Rāmānanda Sarasvati, 10, 31 n., 56, 
8o, 103, 196 
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Rāmānandatīrtha, 79, 232 

Rāmānuja, 43, 125, 201, 219, 262, 439, 
441, 442, 542 

Rāmānuja-bhāsya, 262 n. 2 

Rāmānuja-mata-khaņdana, 220 

Ramdyana, 229, 230, 506 

Rāmāyaņa-bhārata-sāra-samgraha, 220 

Rāmāyaņa-sāra, 220 

Rāmāyaņa-sāra-samgraha, 220 

Rāmāyaņa-sāra-stava, 220 

Rāmāyaņa-tātparya-nirņaya, 220 

Ramdyana-tatparya-samgraha, 220 

Ramendra Yogin, 57 n. 

RameSvara Bharati, 82 n. 

rasi, 44 

React, 23 

Real, 117, 167, 271; God, 2; ignorance, 
4; objects, 26; souls, 2; substance, 
23; transformation, 38, 39, 44; 
world, 2, 20 

Realism, 271 

Realistic, 1, 2, 213; definitions, 163, 
168; interpretation, 38; logic, 167; 
transformation, 38, 39, 44 

Reality, 5, 15, 20, 73, 115, 165, 181, 
186, 193, 195, 206 n., 236, 245, 268, 
499 

Realization, 233, 239, 524 

Rearing, 505; of cows, 505 n. 

Reason, 120, 121, 123, 139, 148, 194, 
AAS 

Reasoning, 24, 376, 377 

Rebirths, 75, 90, 305, 407, 465, 520- 
523, 530 

recaka, 257, 258 

Récentes Découvertes de MSS. Médi- 
caux Sanscrits dans l'Inde, 425 n. 

Receptacle, 179, 526 

Recognition, 65, 67, 184 

Recognition of identity, 33, 34, 66; in 
Buddhism and Vedānta, 33 ff. 

Rectum, 288, 318, 331, 336, 348, 351 

Red, 27, 344 n., 349 

Reed, 346 

Reflection, 50, 55 

Refutation, 127, 146, 147, 160, 188, 
189, 192; of action, 188 

Relation, 15, 22, 24, 25, 34, 44,96, 106, 
121, 144, 146, 152, 158, 159, 167, 
173, I9I, 203, 204, 372, 374, 397; 
of identity, 34; of inherence, 148, 
158, 187-189; of inseparability, 
194 

Relationing, 31 

Relationship, 152 

Relative concept, 91 

Relative space, 157 

Relativistic, 164, 213; philosophy, 164 
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Relativity, 157 

Rele, 353 7., 354 

Religion, 525 C = 

Religious, 367, 509, 525; discipline, 
488; duty, 505; endeavours, 488 

Remoteness, 369 

Renunciation, 252, 444, 457, 458, 510, 
514 

Repentance,, 508 

Repetition, 360 

Reply, 388 

Reports on Sanskrit Manuscripts, 219 

Repository, 22 

Repulsions, 239 

Resemblance, 131 

Resolution, 253 

Respiratory process, 258 n. 1 

Responsibility, 501, 505, 507, 508 

Result, 376 

Retentive power, 373 

Revelation, 13—16, 197 

Reward, 503 

Rhetoric, 220 

Rhetorician, 171 

Ribs, 286 n. 2 

Rice, 358 n. 

Right cognition, 134, 136, 137 

Right conduct, 405, 406, 423 

Right knowledge, 99, 153, 181, 187, 
194, 206, 212, 213, 229, 239, 248, 
251, 261 

Right perception, 135 

Right thinking, 90 

Right volition, 500, 

Ritual, 547 

Ritualistic, 284 

Rockhill, W., 276, 277, 424 n. 1 

roga-bhisag-jitīya-vimāna, 377 

rohiņī, 317, 396 

romāvarta, 342 

Root, 347, 365; desires, 243; inclina- 
tions, 243, 255 

Rooted instincts, 248 

Root-impression, 31 

Rope, 7, 37, 73, 106 

Rosy, 349 

Roth, 274, 283 

Rough, 332, 338 

Roughness, 360 

Tuc, 497 

Rudimentary element, 76 

Rudra, 538 

-viniscaya, 434. 

rūksa, 332, 338, 357, 359, 361, 363, 
398 

rūpa, 377 

rūpatva, 374 

rūpin, 292 


Index 


rūrah, 298 n.4 
Rg-Veda, 281, 345, 346, 394, 486, 535, 


537 

Rg-Vedic, 301 ; hymns, 280; sacrifices, 
281 

Rju-vivaraņa, 52 n. 

Rk, 274, 390, 526 

Rksagriva, 300 

T$1, 295 tt. 3, 394, 539 

rtavah, 292 n. 


sabhāga-santati-vicchedākhyam, 21 n. 

Sabhā-parva, 544 

sac-chāstra, 267 

Saccidānanda, 79 

Sacral nerve, 353 

Sacral plexus, 355 

Sacrifice, 353 n., 437, 441, 448, 473, 
479, 483, 485, 487, 501, 504-506, 
510, 513, 514, 523, 526, 535, 537 

Sacrificial, 43 n., 494; actions, 493; 
duties, 474, 479; performance, 522 

sacro-coccygeal plexus, 355 

Sacrum, 285 n., 287 n. 

sad-asadbhyām vilaksaņam, 127 

Sadānanda, 55, 231 

Sadānanda Kāšmīraka, 57, 196 

Sadānanda Vyāsa, 443 

Sadāšiva, 219 

Sadasivendra Sarasvatī, 82 n. 

sa-deha-muktatā, 245 

sad-vrtta, 405, 420 

Sages, 395, 539 

saguna-bri , 218 

sahabhūtam kāryam, 186 

Sahadeva, 432 

saha-kaņthikā, 289 n. 3 

sahakāri, 160 

sahakāri-kāraņa, 109 

Sahapāla Deva, 427 

sahasrara, 353, 356 

sahasrāra-cakra, 356 

sahopalambha-niscaya, 49 

sahopalambha-niyama, 26 n., 35 

sahopalambha-niyamád, 26 n. 

Saint, 247, 420, 501, 506 

Saintly persons, 264 

Saline, 358, 359 


Salt, 357 » 
Salvation, 228, 305 
sama, 236 


sama-dhātoh, 327 n. 

sama-pittānila-kapha, 334 

samatva, 451, 51I 

sama-vdta-pitta-slesman, 334 n. 

samavāya, 40, 148, 183, 184, 187, 189- 
191, 194, 371, 374; relation, 374 

semavàyi-kàrana, 143, 360 * 
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samaveta-samavaya, 374 

samaya-viruddha, 385 

sama-yoga-vāhin, 319 

samādhāna, 459, 500 

samādhi, 24, 251, 452, 454, 455, 484 n. 
500, 504 

samāna, 75, 258, 260, 291, 332 

sambandhi-svabhāva-janya, 142 

sambandhi-svabhāva-srita, 142 

sambhāvanā-bhāsya, 103 

Sameness, 511 ; in all situations of life, 
511; in blame, 511; in joy, 511; in 
praise, 511; in sorrow, 511 

samīcīna, 370 

samuccaya, 389, 392 

samudga, 287 

samutthāna, 395 

Samyagbodhendra Samyamin, 52 n. 

samyagjitānādhigama, 249 

samyak, 135 

samyak-paricchitti, 134 

sambhava, 384. 

sambhāsā, 378 

sambhinnobhaya-rūpatvāt, 104 

samghāta, 463 

samgraha, 49 

samharsa, 378 

Samhitā-kalpa, 283 n. 

Samhita-vidhi, 283 n. 

samjñā, 23 

samkalpa, 373 

samkalpa-nagaram, 233 

samkalpa-purusa, 233 

Samkargaņa, 539, 542, 543, 545, 546, 


54 

samkhyā, 370 

Samksepa-šārīraka, 11n., 17, 43%, 
45 n., 52, 54, 56, 85, 110-112, 115, 
216, 223 1. : 

"Samksepa-šārīraka-sambandhokti, 52 n. 

Sambhsepa-sariraka-sara-samgraha 116, 
225 

samprāpti, 397 n. 

samsarga, 338 n. 

samsāra, 44 

Sarmsāra-taraņī, 232 

samskāra, 65, 360, 370 

samsrti, 234, 238 

samšaya, 383, 389, 392, 500 

samsaya-sama, 380 n., 382 n., 386, 387 

samslesa, 307 

samslesa-pratyaya, 207 

samvara, 500 

samvatsarāļ, 292 n. 

samvedanamaya, 256 

samvid, 63, 149, 201, 208, 235, 259 

samvit-karma, 68 

samvit-spanda, 254 
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samvit-svarüpa-bhüto bhedah, 64 ajüana in, 115; commentaries on his 

samvrta, 3 Samksepa-sariraka, 115, 116; differ- 

samvytāsamurtāni, 348 n. ence of his view with that of Maņ- 

samurti, 3, 22; as mithyā-samurti and dana, 85; his date, 112; his view of 
loka-samurti, 4; its meanings, 3 the causality of māyā, 11; nature of 

samurti-satya, 3 ajüána, x12; nature of Brihman, 

samyamana, 444. 114; Vedānta and Buddhism in, 

Samyoga, 40, 158, 194, 373 1I5 

samyoga-purusa, 415 sarva-pratyayanam yathārthatvam, 

samyoga-vibhāga, 370 148 

samyogin, 40 , Sarva-siddhānta-rahasya-tīkā, 55 

samyogi-purusa, 368 sarva-srotāmsi ayana-bhūtāni, 347 

samyukta-samavāya, 374 sarva-tantra-siddhānta, 383 

samyukta-samaveta-samavaya, 374 Sarvato-bhadra, 443 

Sanaka-samhitā, 435 Sarvàanga-sundart, 434 

sandhāya sambhāsā, 378 sarvāpahnava, 265 

sandhi, 286 n. 2 Sarvārtha-siddhi, 119 n. 

Sandhyākara, 431 sarve bhava anutpannah, 167 

san kāsah, 386 sarvendriya-param, 341 

san ksayah, 386 Sat, 194, 373 

sannipāta, 338 n. sata$ cetyāmša-cetanāt, 236 

sannyāsa, 418 satata-kriyā, 370 

sannyāsin, 252 sati, 500 

santānikā, 317 sati-samvara, 500 

santhavam, 497 sat-kārya-vāda, 39, 165, 172—174, 472, 

Sangha, 459 d 473, 477, S17; its criticisms by 

Sanghabhadra, 171 Kamalasila and Santaraksita, 172 ff. 

sango, 497 sattā, 10 

satikalpa, 75, 264 satthakamma, 276 

saikalpa-jagara, 266 sattva, 72, 74, 183, 193, 197, 206, 250, 

sankhara, 498 303, 308, 313, 319, 329, 366, 367, 

sankhyd, 194. 372, 419, 436, 456, 462, 468, 542 

sankoca, 348 n. sattva-samsuddhi, 510 

saficaya, 409 sattva stuff, 211 

saraņāt Sirah, 347 sattva-suddhi, 438 

Sarasvatī, 354 satya, 4, 76, 383, 505, 510 

sarasvatī, 353 Satyabodha, 98 

sargā, 177 satya-vacana, 505, 544 

Sarpa-veda, 274 1.3 Satyavàn, 306 n. 1 

sarva-bija, 22. satya-yuga, 409. 

Sarva-darsana-samgraha, 214 Saubhagya-vardhini, 79 

Sarva-darsana-siddhanta-samgraha, 55 sauksmya, 315 

Sarva-dhara, 432 sauksmyāt, 349 

sarva-dosa-prakopaņa, 416 saumanasyāni, 296 

Sarva-gata, 474 saumya, 313 

sarva-jadopādāna-bhūtā, 203 saumyatva, 513 

sarva-jfía, 106, 195 Saunāgas (grammarians), 540 

Sarvajfianarayana, 57 n. Sautrāntikas, 26 n. 

Sarvajūa-pītha, 98 sa-vikalpa, 107 $ 

Sarvajfia Sarasvati, 56 sa-vyabhicāra, 384, 386 n. 

sarvajitatā, 22 sa-vyabhicāra hetu, 386 n. 

Sarvajiia Visveša, 55 sadhaka, 330 

Sarvajfiatma Bhagavat, 52 n. sadhana, 115 


Sarvajfiatma Muni, 11, 17, 43 n., 47, s@dharmya-vaidharmya-sama, 380.4 
50, 52-54, 57, 72, 85, 105, 110— sādhāraņa, 357, 506 
II2, 115, 116, 223, 224; ajfiana and sādhāraņa-dharma, 505, 506. 514 
truth, 114; ajitāna in relation with sadharanatva, 358 1 
Brahman, 112 ff.; association of sadhüpadtsta-margena, 252, 253 
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sādhya, 139, 380, 381 n., 388 n. 
sadhya-sama, 386 n., 387 
sādhyābhāvavad-avrttitvam, 120 
Sāhasānka-carita, 428 

Sāketa (city), 540 

sāksi consciousness, 214. 

sāksin, 53, 154 

Sāma, 274 

sāmagrī, 161, 164 

Sāman, 526 

sāmarthyātišaya, 97 

sāmānyā, 371, 397 

sāmānya-chala, 385, 386 

sāmānya-pratyāsatti, 139 

sāmānyato-drsta, 398, 399, 400 n. 

Sāmin, 57 x. 

Sāmkhya, 36, 37, 42, 74, 89 n., 101, 
107, 115, 165, 172-175, 181, 227, 
242, 250, 260, 292, 300, 304, 312, 
314, 328 M., 329 N., 332, 372, 388 n., 
394, 410, 411, 414, 451, 455-458, 
461, 463, 465, 467, 468, 472, 473, 
475-477, 493, 517, 518, 549, 550; 
arguments, 173; its general criti- 
cisms by Kamalašīla, 175; philo- 
sophy, 273 n., 428; physics, 273; 
prakrti, 74; refutation of its soul 
theory by Kamalašīla, 181; system, 
366 

Samkhya and Nyāya, on the theory of 
dosas, 328, 329 n. 

Sāmkhya-kārikā, 80, 106, 116, 249, 
250 n., 262, 304, 377, 400 "t. 

Samkhya pariņāma, criticisms of, by 
Šāntaraksita and Kamalašīla, 171 ff. 

Samkhya-pravacana-bhasya, 262, 305, 
306 n. 1 

Sāmkhya-sūtra, 250, 372 

Sāmkhya-tattva-kaumudī, 45 n., 305 t. 

Samkhya-Yoga, 261, 262, 310, 313 ?'., 
414, 546; its doctrine of subtle body, 
304, 305; its idea of emancipation, 
249, 250; prāņa in, 261, 262 

Samkhyic, 311 

Samkhyist, 165, 171, 173, 234, 517 

Sāmrājya-siddhi, 56 

sāndra, 359 n. 

sāra, 359 n. 

sārajjanā, 497 @ 

sārajjitattam, 497 

Sāranga, 123 

Sārasvata-prakriyā, 192 

sārāgo, 497 

Sārārtha, 99 

sātmya, 308 

sāttvika, 367, 373, 468 

Sātvata, 541-543, 546, 547 

Satyaki, 541 » 


Satyaki-tantra, 435 

Sayana, 79, 187, 215, 280 n., 281, 283, 
288 n., 289, 290, 292, 293, 298 n., 
299, 344 n., 345 n., 346 

Scapula, 286 n. 4. 

Scattering, 337 7t. 

Sceptical, 498 n. 

Scheme of life, 415 

Scholastic, 11, 124; logicism, 124 

Scholasticism, 119 

Science, 73; of life, 278 

Scriptural command, 522 

Scriptural injunction, 228 

Scriptural text, 252 

Scriptures, 114, 253, 267 

Seal, Dr Sir B. N., 356 n., 483 n, 
506 n. 

Seasons, 389 

Seat of consciousness, 302 

Second moon, 26 P 

Secretions, 288 n., 325, 327, 331, 337- 
339, 345 

Secretive aspect, 331 

Secretory character, 337 n. 

Secretory currents, 346 

Seed, 160, 185, 235 

Seeds of memory, 187 

Seeming appearances, 235 

Self, 1, 8, 16, 21, 23, 24, 33, 34. 42, 65, 
68, 71, 73, 76, 101, 112, 148, 152, 
156, 180, 181, 194, 197, 206 n., 211, 
215, 217, 223, 308-310, 343, 351, 
367-369, 373, 387, 388, 401, 444- 
446, 462, 471, 473, 512, 516, 518, 
525 

Self-abnegation, 228 

Self-alienation, 240 

Self-cognizing, 74 

Self-conscious, 235; ego, 238 

Self-consciousness, 22, 68, 181, 195, 
236 

Self-contained, 14; state, 239 

Self-contentedness, 477 

Self-contradiction, 123 

Self-control, 242, 244, 277, 373, 441, 
448, 493, 500, 505, 513, 514 

Self-controlled, 420 

Self-criticism, 272 

Self-dependence, 17 

Self-directed, 236; consciousness, 236 

Self-dissociated, 121 

Self-evident, 13, 16, 483 

Self-flashing, 236 

Self-gain, 507 

Self-good, 405 

Self-hood, 24 

Self-identity, 34, 66-68, 71 

Self-illumination, 148 
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Self-interest, 470, 486, 507, 508, 513 

Selfish interest, 485 

Selfishness, 503 

Self-knowledge, 227, 239, 373, 437, 
442, 493, 499 

Self-love, 24, 414, 507 

Self-luminosity, 70, 73, 104 

Self-luminous, 8, 65, 68, 70, 126, 168, 
199-201, 217; consciousness, 204 

Self-manifesting, 8, 69 

Self-meditation, 466 

Self-mortifications, 469 

Self-ostentation, 416 

Self-perception, 67, 73 

Self-persistence, 67, 68 

Self-realization, 456, 515, 532 

Self-realized state, 512 

Self-recognition, 195 

Self-reflecting, 235 

Self-restrained, 277 

Self-revealed, 152, 180, 201 

Self-revealing, 69, 72, 74, 104, IIO, 
156, 197, 201, 221; consciousness, 
33, 150, 152, 154 

Self-revelation, 63, 109, 110, 129, 148, 
149, 151 

Self-same, 97 

Self-satisfied, 512 

Self-seeking, 507 

Self-shining, 15 

Self-shiningness, 36 

Self-surrendering, 461 

Self-thinking, 235 

Self-validity, 214; of knowledge, 214 

Selling, 505 

Semen, 302, 304, 307, 313, 317, 322, 
323., 330, 347, 352, 361, 372; 
channels, 348 

Seminal fluid, 322-324 

Semi-statical creation, 2357. 

Senart, Ē., 550 

Sensation, 48, 269; of smell, 342 

Sense, 23, 35, 151, 153, 194, 239, 254, 
261, 292, 344, 360, 366, 368, 369, 
401, 406, 489, 493 

Sense-affections, 512 

Sense-attraction, 450, 488 

Sense-channels, 89 n. 

Sense-cognition, 58, 73, 349, 367, 
373 

Pasts? 138, 145, 152, 154, 374; 
49! 

Sense-control, 453, 459, 487, 490, 491, 

.. 592, 505, 511, 514 

Sense-data, 34, 58, 60, 176, 180, 188, 
351 

Sense-desire, 513 

Sense-enjoyments, 73 
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Sense-experiences, 24 

Sense-faculties, 23, 24, 58 

Sense-functioning, 24 

Sense-gates, 462 

Sense-gratification, 510 

Sense-illusions, 5 

Sense-impressions, 349, 351 

Sense-knowledge, 25, 208, 355 

Sense-modifications, 23 

Sense-object, 23, 62, 76, 77, 180, 194, 
206, 207, 215, 320, 321, 332, 343, 
351, 367, 373, 463 

Sense-organ, 138, 187, 213, 269, 309, 
310, 315, 327, 332, 333, 358, 360, 
366, 515 

Sense-perception, 23, 24, 30, 116, 167 

Sense-pleasure, 514 

Sense-property, 199, 359 7., 360 

Sense-quality, 355 

Sense-uncontrollability, 488 

Sensible, 28, 29, 369 

Sensory consciousness, 357 

Sensory dhamani, 351 

Sensory nerves, 349 

Sentence, 236 

Separateness, 148, 162, 194, 360 

Separation, 194, 370 

Sequence, 20 

Series, 23, 26 n. 

Serpent Power, 356 

Sesamum, 97 

sesvara-sámkhya, 476 

Sex-attraction, 509 

Sex-continence, 421, 469, 505, 513 

Sex joy, 324 

Sex-relation, 498 n. 

Sex-strength, 276 

Sex-union, 509 

Shama Sastry, Dr, 436 

Shamefulness, 24 

Sharp, 361 

Sharpness, 360, 362 n., 365 

Sheath of knowledge, 75 

Shivering, 294 n., 301 

Shoots, 160, 169 

Shoulder-blade, 286 

sibbanī, 497 
ddham, 390 

Siddha-sāra-samhitā, 432 

Siddha-yoga, 427, 428, 433, 433 

siddhānta, 383, 385 

Siddhānta-bindu, 77 n., 226 

Siddhānta-bindu-nyāya-ratnāvalī, 79 

Siddhānta-bindu-sandīpana, 79 

Siddhanta-bindu-sthara, 220 

Siddhanta-bindu-tika, 2251. 

Siddhānta-candrikā, 434 

Siddhantu-dipa, 115 


Index 


Siddhānta-dīpikā, 17, 57 n. 

Siddhānta-leša, 10, 11, 17, 44, 47, 49, 
50, 53, 72, 216 n. 

Siddhanta-lesa-samgraha, 220 

Siddhānta-muktāvalī, 11, 17, 18 m., 
222 n., 223 N., 225, 263 n.; its view 
thatmāyā alone is the causeof world- 
appearance; and Brahman the basis 
of māyā, 11 

Siddhānta-nidāna, 337 n. 

Siddhānta-nyāya-ratna-pradīpikā, 79 

Siddhànta-ratnákara, 220 

Siddhānta-siddhātījana, 56 

Siddhānta-tattva-bindu, 55, 79, 225 

Siddhānta-tattva-bindu-tīkā, 55 

Siddhānta-viveka, 51 

Siddhi-kanda, 87, 88, 98 

Siddhi-sthāna, 357, 426, 429 

Significance, 504 

sikatāvatī, 290 n. 3 

Silver, 37, 113, 135 

Similarity, 131, 134 

Simile, 26 n., 329 

Simultaneity, 156 

Simultaneous, 317.., 388 7.5; production, 
178 

Simultaneously, 26, 27, 31 n., 178 

Sin, 246, 404, 409, 414, 422, 442, 508, 
522 

Sincerity, 469, 502, 505 n., 510, 511, 
513, 514; of mind, 505 — - 

sineho, 497 

Sinful, 409 

Sinner, 512 

Sītārāma, 82 n. 

Skanda, 107 

Skanda-purāņa, 393 

skandha, 58, 59, 286, 450 n. 

Skeleton, 288 

Skill, 502, 505 zt. 

Skin, 317, 324, 330, 348, 361, 367 

Skull, 279, 352, 353 1. 

Slander, 498 n. 

Sleep, 257, 261 

Sleepiness, 373 

Slim, 337 

Slipperiness, 360, 365 

Slippery, 361 e 

Slow,338 , 

Smaller intestine, 336 

Smaller self, 451 

Smartness, 505 n. 

Smell, 194, 236, 330, 360, 367 

Smoky, 160, 408 

Smooth, 337 7., 357 

Smoothness, 328, 360 

swrti, 54, 238, 239, 373, 514; 549 
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smyti-bhramsa, 417 

smrti-šāstra, 438 

smrti-vibhramsa, 416 

Snake, 7, 37, 74 

Snake-charms, 28x 

snāva, 289, 346 

snàyu, 257, 285 n., 312 n., 313 n., 318, 
352 

sneha, 328, 442, 497 

snigdha, 357, 359 n., 361, 363 

Social order, 509 

Society, 509 

Sockets, 286 n. 

Soft, 337 n., 361 

Softness, 360 

Solar, 145, 148; vibrations, 156, 157 

soma, 303, 330, 333, 359, 428 

soma-cakra, 356 

Sorcery, 301 

Sorrow, 249, 295, 311, 416, 467, 504, 
511—513, 539 

Soul, 44, 178, 236, 248, 303, 306, 309, 
311, 314, 343, 356, 357, 360, 367, 
371, 372, 406, 530 

Soul theory (Kumiürila), criticized by 
Kamalašīla, 179 ff. 

Soul theory (Nyāya), criticized by 
Kamalašīla, 178, 179 

Sound, 24, 60, 182, 355, 367, 382 n., 
386 n., 387 

Sound-cognition, 180 

Sound-potential, 236 

Sour, 331, 357 

Sourasenoi, 543 

Source, 358, 410 n. 

South India, 53 

Space, 168, 194, 360, 369, 381 n. 

Space-determinations, 23 

Space-locations, 29 

spanda, 235 1., 244, 254, 263 

spanda-šakti, 104, 257 

spandaspandatmaka, 234 

sparša, 194, 236 4 

Spatial, 16; difference, 370; extension, 
251. 

Special capacity, 175 

Special efficiency, 97 

Special power, 40 

Specific, 357, 374; agency, 359; caste- 
duty, 506, 507; duty, 505, 506, 5145 
ignorance, 77; nature, .358; par- 
ticulars, 148; peculiarities, 187; 
purpose, 359; gualities, 139, 189; 
relation, 31 

Speculation, 373, 410 "t. 

Speech, 241, 254, 333, 338, 469; organ, 
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Sphota-siddhi, 87 n. 
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Spider, 74, 178 

Spider's webs, 178 

Spinal column, 287 n., 352, 353 

Spinal cord, 353, 355-357 

Spine, 353 n. 

Spiral, 355 

Spirit, 234, 282 

Spiritual categories, 467 

Spleen, 288, 348 

Spring, 335, 370 

Springs of action, 411, 413 

sprhā, 413 

srotas, 291, 346-350, 352 

Stabilized, soo 

Stage, 236, 238 

stana, 286 

Star, 333 

State, 236, 250; of deep sleep, 245 

Statical, 234 

Stcherbatsky, 58 n., 59 71.461 n., 166 n. 

Steadiness, 328, 360, 419, 505, 510; of 
mind, 492 

Steady, 491 

Sternum, 286 n. 

sthairya, 419 

Sthairya-vicarana, 126 

sthavirāntra, 289 

sthālakas, 286 n. 3 

sthālakārbudas, 286 n, 3 

sthāna-vijūapti, 23 

sthānāni,-336 

sthāpana, 452 

sthāpanā, 379 

sthira, 241, 359 m. 

Sthiramati, 19, 21,22 n. 

Sthira-pratyaya, 240 

Sthira-siddhi-dūsaņa, 49 

sthita-dhī, 440, 491 

sthita-prājūa, 247, 491 

sthiti, 18, 169, 177, 231 

sthūla, 337 n., 359 n. 

stimita-gambhira, 232 

Stomach, 330, 331, 336, 362 

Stone, 512 

Stormy, 408 

Straightness of conduct, sir 

Strength, 327, 336 

strī-karmāņi, 296 

Student, 505 

Studies in the Medicine of Ancient India, 
279 n., 284 n., 286 n. 

Study, 505, 510, 514 

Stuff, 10; of world-objects, 35 

Suali, L., 398 n. 

Sub-conscious,21, 33, 34; impressions, 
33, 250 

Subhesaja, 276 n. 

subhisaktama, 293 
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Subhüti Gautama, 316 

Subject, 27, 29, 31, 35, 88 

Subject-consciousness, 149, 211 

Subjective, 22, 24, 180, 187, 204, 377, 
508, 522; act, 197; character, 522; 
cognition, 19; conscience, 522; ego, 
236; experiences, 102, 149; ideas, 
21, 48; idealism, 48; ignorance, gs 
illumination, 206 ; mental, 16 ;same- 
Ness, 511; states, 149; thought, 236 

Subjectively, 217, 233 

Subjectivistic, 213 

Subjectivity, 9 

Subject-object awareness, 29, 33 

Subject-object consciousness, 24 

Subject-object knowledge, 250, 266 

Subject-objectless, 235; 238, 271 

Subject-object relation, 88, 105, 144, 
146, 152, 153 

Subodhinī, 55, 73, 75 n., 115, 443 

Subrahmaņya, 81 

Subrahmanya Agnicin Makhindra,82 n. 

Substance, 19, 47, 51, 117, 143, 158, 
161, 162, 167, 172, 187, 188, 191, 
193, 194, 203, 261, 358-360, 363, 
369-371, 373 

Substanceless, 16, 233 

Substance-stuff, 12 

Substantial, 337 n. 

Substantiality, 38, 48 

Substantive, 187; basis, 23; reality, 20 

Substitution-meditation, 449, 452,479, 
488 

Substratum, 19, 194, 195 

Subtle, 332, 377; states, 245 

Subtle body, 75, 245, 302, 306, 351 7.; 
in Samkhya-yoga, Vaisesika and 
Nyaya, 304-306; agreement of the 
Vedanta and Caraka, 312 

Subtler, 368 

Success, 512 

Succession, 20, 156, 179 

Successive processes, 374 

Sudhindra Yati, 443 

Suffering, 238, 247, 368, 373, 404, 479, 
522 

Sufficient cause, 18 
ugar-cane, 361 

Suhrt, 378 4 

Suitability, 370 » 

Suitable, 370 

sukha, 22, 277, 370, 422 

sukha-duhkhe yugapaj janyete, 91 

sukham āyuh, 277 

Sukhaprakāša Muni, 58, 86, 116, 148 x. 

sukha-rüpa, 217 

sukha-saūga, 462 

Sumati, 172 


Index 605 


Summer, 327, 335, 370 

Sun, 330, 499, 525 

Sunāmā (demon), 300 

Suparna, 539 

Superficial changes, 24 

Super-imposed, 206 

Super-imposition, 149, 209, 213 

Superior, 178 

Superiority, 370, 401 n. 

Super-person, 476, 529, 533 

Super-personality, 478, 524, 525 

Support, 143; of māyā, 45 

Supposition, 18, 31 

Supreme bliss, 453 

Supreme essence, 16 

sura, 111 

Suranandi, 428 

Surat, 154 

Sure$varücürya, I n., 17, 46, 48, 51, 
52, 57, 78-80, 82-87, 98-102, 105, 
III, 112, 147., 148 n., 192, 198, 
216; karma and emancipation in, 
99; karma and jūāna, 100; nature of 
ajītāna, 101, 102; nature of self and 
self-realization, 100, 101 

Surgery, 276, 330 

Suriya, 539 

susūksmān, 342 

Sušruta, 263, 273, 275-279, 284nm., 
285 n., 286 n., 287 n., 302 n., 303 n., 
304,316,317, 329 M., 330-333, 3341., 
342, 344 n., 348, 349, 350'n., 351, 
352, 361 n., 362-365, 372, 389, 410, 
423-426, 429, 433, 435; his de- 
scription of the apertures of the 
dhamanis, 350; his description of the 
function of the dhamanis, 350 ff.; 
on dhātu-mala, 331; his view re- 
garding the relation of dhamanis to 
cognition, 351 ff.; his view regard- 
ing sirās and dhamanis, 349; his 
view that the cognitive and cona- 
tive nerves are attached to the brain, 
342; his view that śoņita is a dosa, 329 

Susruta-candrikà, 425, 428 

Sušruta-samhitā, 258 n., 273, 276 n., 
277,279, 3131, 315 n., 318 N., 331 N., 
335 M., 336 N., 342 n, 344 M., 349 n., 
372 N., 377 NF 389 N., 390, 423-429 

Sušruta school, 289 

Susruta-Sütra-sthana, 361 n. 

susirāh, 352 

susumņā, 292, 353-355» 453» 454 

susumņā nàdi, 345 

susupta, 241, 264 

susupta-sadrša-sthiti, 264 

suguptavat, 245 o 

supti, 232, 344 


Sutala, 76 
suksma, 305, 332, 337, 359 
sūksma-deha, 304. 
sūksma-šarīra, 75, 76 
sūksmāh-sirāh, 346 
Süryapandita, 443 
Sūşā, 290 
Sūgāņi, 290 n. 4 
Sūta-samhitā, 251 
Sūtra-bhāsya-vyākhyāna, 82 n. 
Sūtras, 38, 39, 41, 44 
Sūtra-sthāna, 329, 330, 366 
sūtrātman, 76, 215 
svabhāva, 4, 89, 372, 410 
svabhavatisaya, 173 
sva-dharma, 439, 502 
svakāraņa-sattā-samavāya, 41 
sva-laksaņa, 167 
sva-māna, 325 * 
svapna, 264 * 
svapna-jagara, 266 
svapna-nara, 266 
sva-prakása, 69, 148, 197 
sva-prakāšatā, 108 
sva-prakāšā cit, 109 
Svar (world), 76 
svarüpa-bheda, 129 
Svarūpa-nirņaya-tīkā, 193 
sva-samjnd, 389 
sva-samvedana-mátrakam, 235 
sva-samvin-nairapeksema sphuraņam, 
197 
svastyayana, 278, 281 
svasyāpi svena vedyatvāpātāt, 151 
svatah-pramanya, 214 
sva-visaya-jnana-jananam, 32 
sva-vyāghāta, 123 
svayambhū-linga, 355 
svayam-brakāša, 149 
Svayamprakāša, 56, 82, 192 
Svayamprakāša Yati, 79 
Svayamprakāša Yogindra, 57 7t. 
Svayamprakasananda, 56 
svabhavikah sambandhah, 141 
svabhinna-karya-janakatvam upādā- 
natvam, 45 
svādhisthāna-cakra, 355 
svādu, 358 
Svāmidāsa, 428 
Svāmikumāra, 431 
Svāmīndrapūrņa, 52 n. 
Svanubhüti-prakasa, 55 
svārtha, 412 
Svātma-yoga-pradīpa, 57 N. 
svāvidyayā, 84 
Sweet, 242, 309, 325, 327, 337 11 347, 
357-359, 362, 365 n., 366 
Sweetness, 361 


606 Index 


Syllogism, 119—122, 373 
Symbolic sacrifice, 544 
Symbolic syllables, 499 
Symbols, 337 
Sympathy, 247, 511 
Symptoms, 293, 295, 320, 329 n., 336, 
337, 348 n. 
Syncretistic, 54; works, 55 
Synonymous, 348 
Syrup, 358 
System, 375, 525 
Systematic study, r 
Systematized, 500 
Sabara, 87, 171 
Sabda, 346, 376, 381 n., 383 
Sabda-brahma, 354 n. * 
Sabda-nirņaya, 103 n. 
šabda-nyāyārtha, 392 
Sabdatva, 374 
sabdārtha, 187 
Saitya, 362 n. 
aiva, 54, 218, 219, 443; authorities, 
263; commentary, 218; philosophy, 
272 
Saiva-bhàsya, 218, 220 
Saiva-kalpa-druma, 220 
aivism, 49 
Sakadhūmaje (demon), 300 
Saktayah, 243 
Sakti, 8, 10, 22, 40, 44, 104, 175, 215, 
218, 362, 363 
Saktimat, 44 
Saluna, 297 
salya, 276, 390, 424 
Jalya-tantram, 330 n., 425 
Sama, 444, 495, 505 m. 
Sambūka, 506, 507 
Sankara, 2, 5-9, 11, 21, 25, 27-30, 35, 
37-39, 41-44, 46, 48, 51, 77-79, 81, 
85-87, 89, 92, 99, 100, 102, 105, 108, 
III, 112, 119, 124, ISI, 171, 172, 
189, 191, 196, 218-221, 228, 231, 
246, 250, 260-262, 267, 268, 270, 
272, 288 n., 311, 344, 346, 437, 438, 
442, 443, 446, 448, 449, 452, 453, 
456-458, 474, 478, 495, 499, 504, 
507, 533, 549; and some Buddhists 
differ regarding the ontology of 
illusion, 5; attempts to prove that 
his philosophy was realistic, 2; bhe- 
dābheda interpretation prior to, 43; 
contradicts his own view on ideal- 
ism, 28 did not elaborate the exact 
nature of the causality of avidyà or 
of Brahman, 11; emphasizes that 
waking experience is as false as 
dream experience in Gaudapāda's 
commentary, 28, 29; his assertion 


that the world-appearance is mere 
illusion is dogmatic, as also the 
doctrine that the self is the only 
ground on which all illusions are 
imposed, 8; his commentary cannot 
satisfactorily convince that the sūtras 
professed unqualified monism, 42; 
his criticism of the atomic theory, 
189 ff.; his criticism of the theory of 
samavāya, 190; his definition of il- 
lusion, 5, 6; his dialectic arguments, 
189 ff.; his explanation as to the 
illusory creation by ignorance: in- 
terpretation of his explanation by his 
other followers, 8 ; his explanation of 
the causal theory on realistic lines 
as against Nyüya, 39-41; his four 
important followers and the diver- 
gence of their views, 47, 48; his 
idealism compared with thatof Yoga- 
vāsistha and Buddhist idealism, 268 
ff.; his interpretation of the Brahma- 
sūtra and the Upanisads as recon- 
ciliation of the pantheistic and dua- 
listic tendencies, 2; his interpreta- 
tion of illusion in Gaudapāda's Kāri- 
kā, 6; his realistic interpretation of 
the Brahma-sütras with parenthetic 
reservation, how far justifiable, 39; 
his refutation of Buddhist idealism, 
269, 270; his refutation of Buddhis- 
tic: idealism, 27; his refutation of 
the charge of the incompatibility of 
the production of the impure world 
from the pure Brahman, 37; his re- 
futation of the Sàmkhya criticism of 
Vedānta, 36, 37; his two different 
analogies regarding the production 
of the world from Brahman, 37; his 
view of the nadis and the heart, 3445 
his views regarding ird and dhamani, 
3441.; his works and followers, 
77-82; how far he is justifed in 
sometimes taking pariņāma analogies 
and sometimes the view of magical 
creation, 38; originator of Vedānta 
dialectics, 163; special nature of his 
dialectic as distinguished from that 
of Sriharsa and Cit»ukha, 191, 192 

Sankara-bhàsya, 11, 103, 108, 251 

Sankara-dig-vijaya, 82, 86, 112 

Sankara Misra, 103 n., 126 n., 356 

Sankara school, 3, 30, 44, 62 
ankarasvamin, 172 

Sankara Vedanta, 11, 16, 17, 34, 35; 
III, 148, 214 
ankara-vijaya, 111 

Saūkarānānda, 82, 86, 215, 443 
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Sanka, 141 

Sankha, 287 n., 342 

Sankhapani, 83, 87, 89 7., 90, 91, 94, 

, 353, 354 

Sarat, 335 

Sarira-chidra, 348 n. 

Sarīrī, 303 n. 4 

Sarku (demon), 300 

Sagadhara Acarya, 54 

Satapatha-brahmana, 279, 286, 289, 

, 368, 394, 424, 486, 535-537 

Šauca, 505, 510 

Saunaka, 316 

Saunaka-tantra, 435 

Saunakiya, 283 

Saurya, 328, 370, 505 n. 

sābdī bhāvanā, 479, 480 

Sākalya, 252 

sākhā, 283 

šākhā-nādīnām, 290 n. 2 

Sakunteya, 357 

Salakya, 276, 424 

Salakya-tantra, 425 

Sālikanātha, 147 7., 249 

Sāli-stamba-sūtra, 307 

Santa, 234, 235, 281 

Santaraksita, 25, 28, 31 n., 58 n., 171, 
172, 175, 176, 178, 179, 181-188, 
375, 376; his argument against the 
Upanisadic view similar to that of 
Sankara, 28 

Santi, 450 n., 510 

Sānti-kalpa, 283 

Santi-sataka, 460 n. 1 

Sāņdilya-sūtra-tīkā, 225 

šārada, 298 n. 

Sarira, 350 n., 3511., 3521., 415, 469 

Sarira-brahmana, 251 

Sārīraka-bhāsya, 56, 246 n. 

Sartraka-bhasya-prakatartha, 49 

Sariraka-bhasya-ttka, 193 

Sariraka-mimamsa-bhasya, 56, 78, 80 

Sdariraka-mimamsd - nyāya - samgraha, 
30.n., 82 

Sārīraka-mīmāmsā-samgraha, 82 n. 

Sariraka - mīmāmsā - sūtra - siddhānta- 
kaumudī, 82 n. : 

Sārīraka-nyāya-maņimālā, 82 n. 

SŠārīra-padminī, 435 

Sārīra-sthāna, 284 n. 

Sarngadhara, 288 n., 326 m., 327m. 
435; his view of mala, 326 

sastra, 253, 254, 385, 445 

Sāstra-darpaņa, 82, 103, 108 n. 

Sāstra-prakāšikā, 83, 193 

Sastra-siddhanta-lesa-tika, 225: 

šāstrāntara, 399 

Sesay 400 n. 
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Sesagovinda, 55 
Sesanrsimha, 205 
Sesa arngadhara, 119, 196 
šesavat, 398, 399, 400 n. 
Sikhāmaņi, 53, 54, 74 n., 208 
šiksā, 547 a 
Siksā, 275 n. 
Siksā-samuccaya, 501, 513 
ihghana, 123 
Sipivista, 535 
sirasi sat, 287 n. 
siras-tālv-antara-gatam, 341 
Sird, 256, 289, 291, 318, 342, 344, 346, 
348-350, 352, 354 
Sird-sarani-kotare, 256 
Sisya-hitaisint, 126 n. 
iva, 82 n., 218, 265 
Sivadayalu Sridharasvamin, 443 
Sivadasa, 364, 431, 432, 435 
iva-karņāmrta, 220 
Sivalala Sarman, 79 
Siva-lilarnava, 219 
Siva-purdna-tamasatva-khandana, 220 
Sivarama, 57 n., 103 
Šiva-sūtra-vimaršinī, 263 n. 
Siva-sakti-siddhi, 126 
Šiva-tattva-viveka, 220 
Sivaditya, 147 n. 
Sivāditya Mišra, 123 
Sivàdvaita-nirnaya, 220 
Sivānanda-laharī, 220 
Sivananda-lahari-candrikà, 220 
Sivananda Yati, 57 x. 
Sivārcana-candrikā, 220 
Sivārka-maņi-dīpikā, 219, 220 
Sivopadhyaya, 263 
Sivotkarsa-candrika, 220 
Sivotkarsa-matijarī, 220 
sīghra, 338 
sila, 459, 500, 501, 504 
Sirsa, 340 
Sirsakti, 296, 299, 340 
Sirsamaya, 299 
sita, 332, 335, 338, 357, 359, 361 
Sita-virya, 361 
Sttosma-varsa-laksanah, 321 n. 
sītosmānilaih, 314. 
slaksņa, 359 n. 
slesma, 299 
slesma-dharā, 317 
Slesmala, 334 
slesman, 276, 282, 296, 319, 325, 327, 
328, 330—333, 335» 336, 337 n. 344, 
347, 349, 371, 391 
slegma-prakrti, 328, 334 


- slesmā, 299 


slis, 330 
Sloka, 230 
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Sloka-sthana, 392 

Sloka-vārttika, 428 

Soci, 297 

Sonita, 302, 312 n., 329, 330, 335% 
359 

sraddhā, 292, 468, 494 

srāddha, 282 

Srima (demon), 300 

Sritah, 340 

Sri, 294 

Sribrahma, 428 

Sri-darpana, 126 n. 

Sridhara, 49, 147 n., 264 n., 306, 412, 
444, 440, 449 n., 452, 453 n, 456, 
462, 474, 478, 484 
riharsa, 24, 51, 53, 54, 56, 57, 83, 92, 
103, II9, I24—I29, 131—133, 135, 
137-139, 141, 143-147, 163, 164, 
168, 170-172, 192, 194, 218, 248; 
awareness and its object cannot be 
similar, 134; Buddhist precursors of 
pre-Sankara Vedanta dialectic, Ka- 
malašīla and Santaraksita, 171 ff.; 
compared and contrasted with Na- 
gārjuna, 170, 171; his assertion of 
indefinability of all appearances is a 
direct challenge to Nyüya-Vaisesika, 
which thinks that all that is know- 
able is definable, 127; his criticism 
of “ being,” 142; his criticism of the 
Buddhist definition of right cogni- 
tion, 136; his criticism of the defini- 
tion of “invariable concomitance,”’ 
141, 142; his criticism of the nature 
of concomitance (vyāpti), 139, 140; 
his criticism of non-being, 142; his 
criticisms often refer to Nyāya 
definitions rather than to Nyāya 
thought, 146; his criticism of the 
Nyāya definition of "cause," 144; 
his criticism of the Nyāya definition 
of right cognition, 133 ff.; his criti- 
cism of the Nyāya theory of relation, 
144; his criticism of the possibility 
of knowing the class-concepts, 139, 


140; his criticism of substance and . 


quality, 143; his criticism of. tarka, 
140, 141; his criticism of Udayana, 
141; his date, works and followers, 
125, 126; his dialectic compared 
with that of Nagarjuna, 163; his 
dialectic distinguished from that of 

ankara, ror, 192; his difference 
with” the Mādhyamika position, 
168; his difference with Vācaspati 
and Mandana, ror; his ontologic 
argument for the existence of Brah- 
man, 128; his refutation of analogy, 


142; his refutation of “ difference,” 
129; his refutation of the category of 
“ difference,” 129 ff.; his refutation 
of the definition of cause, 143—145; 
his refutation of the definition of 
perception, 137, 138; his refutation 
of the notion of instruments of 
knowledge in, 137; his view that all 
definitions may be proved false, 
128 ff.; his view that world-appear- 
ances are false because all definitions 
of any of their categories are self- 
contradictory, 147; method of his 
dialectic, 133; perception cannot 
challenge the instruction of the 
Upanisads, 129; precursors of his 
dialectic, Kamalašīla and Santarak- 
sita, 171 ff.; responsible for the 
growth of verbalism in the new 
school of Nyāya, 146 ; similarity of his 
dialectic to that of Nagarjuna, 127 

Srikanada, 354, 355 

Srikantha, 218, 219 

Srikantha Bhatta, 79, 427, 432 

Srikantha Datta, 428, 435 

srīmad-ānanda-šailāhva-paticāsyam sa- 
tatam bhaje, 193 

Srīmad-bhagavad-gītā, 228, 247, 250 

Srimad-bhagavata-tika, 226 

Srimadhava, 427, 428 

Srinatha Cūdāmaņi, 225 n. 
rīnivāsa, 120 

Srinivasa Yajvan, 57 n. 

Srīranganātha, 108 

Srisimha, 123 

Sri-vidya-paddhati, 225 

sroņi-guda-samšraya, 331 

Sront, 285 

sroņī-phalaka, 285 n.7 

Sruta-prakasika, 262 n. 

srūgātaka, 342 

Subha, 341 

Subhagupta, 172 

Subhankara, 126 n. 

Subhasubha, 23 n. 

Subhasubha-karma-vipaka, 23 n. 

Suci-dravya-sevana, 505 

Suddha, 36 

šuddha-samvit-mayāsnanda-rūpa, 264 

Suddhananda, 192 = 

Sukra, 312 n., 317, 328 

Sukra-dharà, 317 

Sukra-pradur-bhàva, 351 

Sunthi, 363 

Susira-kara, 332 n. 

Susma, 300, 301, 331 

šusmiņo jvarasya, 298 

Sūdra, šo2, 504, 506, 514, 531 
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sala, 298, 346 
Sanya, 234, 271, 330 
sūnyatā, 7 
Sanya-vada, 426 

ūnya-vāda theory, 3 
sūnya-vādin, 2, 35 
Sūnya-vādin Buddhists, 7 
Svayathu, 431 
Sveta, 317 

'vetāšvatara, 471 
Syena sacrifice, 381 n., 483 n. 
sad-atiga, 343 
sad-atiga yoga, 453, 455 
sad-àsraya, 312 n. 
Sad-darsana-samgraha-vrtti, 148 n. 
sad-indriya, 366 
Sasti-tantra, 476 
Sat-cakra-nirūpaņa, 353 n., 354 


"Tachibana, 496 

"Tactile, 176 

"Tactual particles, 25 n. 

"Tactual sense, 156 

tad anusandhatte, 238 

tadátve, 374 

tad-bhāva-bhāvitā, 376 

tad-utpatti, 183 

tadvati tat-prakāraka-jūānatvam, 214 

taijasa, 548 

taiksnya, 362 n. 

Taittirīya, 78, 486 

Taittiriya-Aranyaka, 538 

Taittiriya-bhagya-tippana, 193 

Taittirīya-bhāsya-vārttika-tīkā, 193 

Taittirtya-brahmana, 251, 280n.,2911. 

Taittiriya-pratisakhya, 394 

Taittirīya-samhitā, 536 

Taittiriya Upanisad, 494 

Taittirtyopanisad-bhasya, 78 

'Taking of pure food, 505 

takman, 298, 299, 300 n. 2 

tala-kūrca-gulpha, 285 n. 

Talātala, 76 

tamas, 72, 74, 104, 234, 267, 303, 304, 
314, 318, 319, 329, 367, 372, 419, 
436, 456, 462, 468, 499 

tan-mátras, 74, 236, 245, 305, 477 

tannāšomuktir ātmanah, 99 

tantra, 276 n., 

"Tantra anatomy, 356, 357 

Tantra-cūdūmaņi, 353 n. 

"Tantra literature, 354 n. 

Tantra philosophy, 356 

Tantra physiology, 273 

Tantras, nādī-cakras in, 354—356; su- 
sumņā, its position in, 353, 353 "s 
354; system of nadis in, 352-354 

Tantra-sara, 432 9 
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Tantra school, 354, 355, 357 
Tantra-siddhānta-dīpikā, 219 
tantra-yantra-dharah, 332 
tantra-yukti, 389, 390 

Tangalva, 300 

Tanka, 43 n. 

taņhā, 490, 496, 499 

tapah, 76, 229, 423, 437, 469, 506, 508, 
510, 513, 514, 523, 536, 544 

tapo-yajna, 487 

tarka, 140, 141, 376, 454 

Tarka-cūdāmaņi, 54 

Tarka-dīpikā, 108 

Tarka-kāņda, 87, 88, 92 

Tarka-pāda, 84 n. 

Tarka-samgraha, 49, 5om., 51, 116 n., 
1197., 192, 193, 194 n., 2IO, 2II, 
377 

Tarka-viveka, 51, 79 

tarko 'pratyaksa-jfianam, 376 

taruņa asthi, 286 n. 

"Taste, 181, 194, 199, 236, 355, 357- 
360, 362-366, 370 

Taste cognition, 180 

tathya-samvrti, 4 

tat param, 499 

tattva, 193 

Tattva-bindu, 45 n., 87 n., 107 

Tattva-bodha, 57 n. 

Tattva-bodhini, 52 n., 54, 115, 216 m., 
217 

Tattva-candrikā, 79, 193, 431 

Tattva-cintāmaņi, 54 

Tattva-cintāmaņi-prakāša, 54 

Tattva-dīpana, xo, 52, 79, 103, 193, 
208 n., 210 

Tattva-dipikà, 79, 222 n. 

tattva-jitāna, 252 

Tattva-kaumudī, 250 

Tattva-kaustubha, 54, 219 

Tattva-muktā-kalāpa, 119 n., 262 n. 3 

Tattva-muktāvalī, 219 

Tattva-pradīpikā, 51, 83, 119 n., 139, 
147, 148 n. 

Tattva-samīksā; 45 n., 83, 87, 196, 107, 
110 7., 116 

Tattva-samgraha, 20 n., 25, 27 n., 28 n., 
31 n., 171, 172 n., 182 n., 186 n. 

Tattva-samgraha-patījikā, 174 n. 

tattva-sraddhā, 495 

Tattva-suddhi, 57 n. 

tattva-tīkā, 43 n. 

Tattva-vaisaradi, 45 n., 262, 306 n. 

Tattva-vibhākara, 250 * 

Tattva-vibhāvanā, 87 n. 

Tattva-vivecana, 54 

Tattva-viveka, 54, 72 

Tattva-viveka-dipana, 54, 217 n. 
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Tattvāloka, 49, 50, 193 

Tattvānusandhāna, 56 

Tattvopadeša, 81 

"Taxila, 276, 424 

"Taylor, 219 

tādātmya, 31 n., 183 

tādātmya-pratīti, 40 

tālu, 287 n.4 

tālu-mūla, 288 n. 1 

tālusaka, 287 n. 4 

tàmasa, 373, 468 

tamasika, 367 

tāmrā, 317 

‘Tantric charms, 281 

Tanda, 283 

Tārā-bhakti-taraigiņī, 225 

Tātparyu-bodhinī, 216 n. 

Tātparya-candrikā, 441 

Tātparya-prakāša, 231, 235 n., 266 

Tātparya-tīkā, 107 

Teacher, 254, 378, 420, 513, 534 

Teaching, 378, 505 

Technical term, 377 

Teeth, 326 n. 

tejas, 236, 241, 245, 312, 313, 362, 
505 n., 510 

Tejo-bindu, 454 

tejo-dhātu, 307 

‘Tekka Matha, 49 

"Telang, K. T., 122, 123, 549, 550 

‘Temperament, 378 

Temples, 287 

Temporal, 15, 16, 342; bones, 287 
n. 5; determinations, 187 

Temptation, 501 

Tendons, 348, 501, 510, 511, 516 

"Term, 373 

"Terminology, 14 

Testicles, 318 

Testimony, 39, 114, 170, 373 

Texts, 17 

Theist, 226 

Theistic, 1 

"Theology, 525 

Theory, 357, 501; of creation, 194; 
of momentariness, 31; of pain, 91; 
of perception, 168 ; of. substances, 371 

Thesis, 19, 21, 29, 163, 165, 166, 170, 
183, 189, 194, 232, 387 

‘Thickness, 360 

Thing, 359 7., 498, 510 

"Third Oriental Conference, 1 n. 

Thirst, 335 n., 348 

Thoracic vertebrae, 286 n., 287 n.1 

‘Thought, 23, 189, 191, 236, 266, 302, 
367, 373, 405, 414. 

Thought-activity, 235, 240, 272 

Thought-creation, 235 n., 244 


Thoughtfulness, 513 

Thought-movement, 235 n., 254 

"Thought-principle, 35 

"T'hought-processes, 21, 256, 369 

Thought-stuff, 29 

"Thought-substance, 24 

"Throat, 331, 348, 361, 365 

Tibet, 164 

Tibetan, 59 n., 164 

Tibia, 285 n. 6 

"Tiger, 509, 513 

tikta, 312 n. 3, 350, 357, 358 

Tilak, 550, 551 n. 

"Tilakasvàmin, 107 

"Time, 68, 148, 156, 157, 187, 194, 321, 
358, 360, 369, 370, 372; and space, 
266 


Tirumalai Nayaka, 219 

tiryag-ga, 351 

tīksņa, 359, 361 

tīvratara, 251 

tīvrā, 291 

Tongue, 326 n., 331, 348, 367 

"Topic, 377 

"Tortoise, 109 

Touch, 194, 236, 355, 358, 360 

Toxicology, 435 

toya, 333 

Trachea, 286 x. 2 

Trade, 505 n. 

Tradition, 78, 102, 377 

Tranquillity, 229 

Transcendence, 512 

"Transcendent, 21, 22, 524, 526; re- 
ality, 16; self, ro, 368; state, 455 

Transcendental, 168; principle, 72 

Transformation of Brahman, 42 

Transformations, 20-23, 25, 35, 36, 
38, 51, 88, 104, 114, 171, 177, 198, 
206, 207, 210, 211, 221, 224, 232, 
233, 332, 347, 501 
ransgression, 100, 275, 405, 422, 505 

"Transitory, 490 

Transmigration, 372, 411 

Transparent, 337 x. 

trasareņu, 157 

Trayyanta-bhāva-pradīpikā, 52 n. 

"Tretā age, 409, 410 


"Triads, 306 

"Trickery, 378 E 4 
trika, 285 n. 7 U 
trika-sambaddhe, 286 n. 4 
tri-kāla, 375 


Trilocana, 107 

Trilocanaguru, 107 

Trimšikā, 21, 22 n., 25, 26 n., 29, 35 
Trinity College, 14 

"Trinity Street, 14 
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Tripathi, 49, 507., 116, 192, 193 x., 196 
tri-prakāra-mahā-sthūņam, 257 n. 2 
Tripurī-prakaraņa-tīkā, 193 
Trisikha-brahmana, 454. 

"Triune, 23 

trivent, 354 

tri-vidha, 401 n. 

‘Trivikramacarya, 52 n. 
trivrt-karaņa, 74 n. 

Troubles, sor 

‘True associations, 155 

True experience, 155 

True knowledge, 164, 174, 246, 457 
"True proposition, 155 

True recognition, 155 

Trunk, 343 

Truth, 3, 114, 118, 378, 494, 495, 534 
Truthful, 513 

Truthfulness, 373, 505, 510 

trsņā, 413, 415 m., 499 

trtīyaka, 297 

"Tubercles, 286 n. 3 

tuccha, 224 

tulyārthatā, 371 

turya, 264, 267 

turyātīta, 264, 266 n. 

Tübingen, 283 
tyakta-kartrtva-vibhramah, 245 
tyāga, 505, 508, 510 

tyāga-mātra, 228 

Tippaņa, 425, 428 

Tīkā-ratna, 52 n. 


ubhayedyuh, 297 

Ubiquitous, 14 

ucchlankhau, 285 

ucchvāsa, 327 

ucitena pathā, 313 

Udara, 431 

udara, 287 n. 1, 289 

Udayana, 49, 51, 107, 119, 123-126, 
134, 140, 141, 147 7.; criticized by 
Sriharsa on the subject of tarka, 141 

udāna, 75, 259, 260, 332 

udāsīnā, 378 

udāvarta, 391 

uddeša, 389, 390 

Uddyotakara, 119, 124, 137 n., 147 N, 
171, 182 n, 186, 384., 393, 394, 


Ulna, 285 n. 6 E 

Ultimate, 233, 236; being, 235; caus- 
ality, 106; cause, III, II4, 237; CON- 
sciousness, 22 ; entity, 232-234; prin- 
ciple, 474; reality, 8, 13, 22, 42, 98, 
168, 199, 221, 271, 454; specific pro- 
«perties, 371; truth, 15, 49%, 508 
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Umbilicus, 289 

Unaffected, 42 

Unattached, 510, 511 

Unattachedness, 511 

Unattachment, 524 

Uncaused, 63 

Unchangeable, 24, 33, 42, 45, 63, 73, 
164, 179, 206 n., 221, 240, 271, 368, 
369, 476; consciousness, 181 

Uncompounded, 74 

Unconditional, 176 

Unconditionality, 160 

Unconnected, 230 

Unconscious, 181 

Unconsciousness, 265 

Uncontradicted existence, 30 

Undemonstrable, 22 

Underlying consciousness, 53, 206, 
207, 209 

Undesirable, 512 

Undetermined fruition, 249 

Undifferentiated, 23 n., 474; aware- 
ness, 211 

Unhappy, 277 

Unhealthy, 320 

Uniform motive, 178 

Unimportance, 370 

Uninferable, 454. 

Unintelligent, 36-38 

Unintelligible, 12, 138, 143 

Uninterrupted succession, 25 n. 

Unique, 13, 228; relation, 31 

Unity, 85, 243; of consciousness, 179; 
texts, 46, 81 

Universal, 63, 139, 374; altruism, 
501 ;characteristic, 159; compassion, 
461; concomitance, 140; duty, 506; 
friendship, 501, 511; piety, 511; 
pity, 501; self, 6, 9; spirit, 457 

Universality, 85, 194 

Universe, 11 

Unknowable, 263 

Unlimited, 63 

Unmanifested, 232, 263, 357, 358,471, 
519, 525, 530; state, 236 

Unmāda, 431 

Unmāda-cikitsitam, 341 n. 

Unnameable, 234 

Unperceivable, 138 

Unperceived, 199 

Unperturbed, 500, 510, 512 

Unperturbedness, 511 

Unproduced, 63, 182 

Unreal, 127, 271; appearances, 48 

Unreality, 128, 165, 246, 252 

Unreasonable, 186 

Unrighteous, 409 

Unspeakable, 35, 89 ., 203, 204, 221 
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Unsubstantial, 202, 203 

Unsuitable, 370 

Unsuitability, 370 

Untenable, 358 

Unthinkable, 22, 221, 362-364, 529 

Untruthfulness, 373 

uņādi, 541 

unduka, 318 

upacaryate, 261 

upacaya, 235 n. 

upacāra-chala, 386 m. 

upadeša, 389, 390 

Upadeša-sāhasrī, 79, 81 

Upadeša-sāhasrī-vivrti, 193 

upadhā, 412, 415 

upadhāraņa, 459, 500 

upa-dhātu, 324. 

upakāra, 183 

Upakrama-parākrama, 220 

upalabdhi-sama, 380 n., 382 n. 

upalaksaņa, xx 

upamā, 380 

upamāna, 148, 377 

upanaya, 379 

upanāho, 497 

upanibandho, 497 

Upanisadic, 205 »., 494, 499; simile, 
467 

Upanisad-ratna, 58 

Upanisads, 1, 2, 8, 37-30, 46, 58, 78, 
92, 98, 100, 113, 114, 116, 129, 151, 
215, 226, 259, 260, 276, 333, 344, 
448, 453, 455, 471, 475, 478, 493, 
495, 496, 511 n., 518, 520, 525, 530, 
532, 536, 548, 551; as one consistent 
philosophy borrowed by Sankara 
from his predecessors, 2; commen- 
tators before Sankara, 1; ethical 
ideas in, 494, 495; heart in, 344; 
nature of its philosophy under Gau- 
dapāda's influence, 2; their view of 
self criticized by Kamalasila, 181; 
their views regarding the nādīs, 
344 ff. 

Upanisad texts, 80, 87, 88, 98, 132 

upapatti-sama, 380 n. 4, 382 m. 

uparati, 495 

upasamānussāti, 459 

Upašama, 231 

upasamana, 358. 

upasamaniya, 357 

upasaya, 397 

upatapa, 293, 309 

Upavarsa, 43 

upavasa, 278 

upaveda, 274, 276 

upādāna, 9, 334, 497, 498 

upādāna-kāraņa, 12, 372 


upādhi, 72, 142 

upālambha, 388 

upánga, 273, 274, 276, 279 

upāya, 359, 389 

upekkhà, 460 

upeksā, 23 n. 

Upholder, 526 

Upodghāta, 280 n., 283 n. 

Upper worlds, 76 

uras, 286 

Urinal canal, 296 

Urinary disease, 343 

Urine, 325, 327-339, 347, 350-352 

Urunda, 300 

ussado, 497 

Usanas-samhità, 435 

USNA, 312 n., 357, 359 n., 361 

Uterus, 313 

utkarsa-prakarsa-rūpa, 401 n. 

utkarsapakarsa-varnyavarnya-vikalpa- 
sādhya-sama, 380 n., 381 n. 

Utpala, 49 

Utpatti, 231 

utpatti, 232 

utsāha, 327 

uttamah purusah, 466 

Uttamāmrta, 99 

uttara, 380, 391 

Ūttara-sthāna, 433 

Uttara-tantra, 329, 330, 332, 389, 424, 
425, 427, 429 

Uttara-vasti, 426 

uttarāyaņa, 519 

Uveyaka, 172 

Uvula, 259, 355 

üha, 375, 377 

ühya, 389, 392 

ūrdhva-gā nādī, 345 n. 

ürdhva-mülam tripàd Brahma, 523 

üru-nalaka, 285 n. 8 

ürü, 285 


Vacuity, 21, 234 

Vacuous space, 59 

Vagina, 289, 290 7., 291, 313 n. 

vahana-pāka-sneha, 328 n. 

Vaibhāsikas, 186 2. 

Vaidehā Janaka, 316 

Vaideha king, 357 + 

vaidharmya, 132 r ‘ 

vaidya, 385 

Vaidyaka-sarvasva, 432 

Vaidyakastanga - hrdaya - vrtter bhe - 
saja-nāma-sūcī, 436 

Vaidyanātha Diksita, 81 

Vaidyavacaspati, 434 

Vain, 511 

vairagya, 231, 412, 439, 454 
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Vairāgya-šataka, 460 n. 

Vaisesika, 51, 55, 119, 120, 125, 157, 
179, 189—192, 194, 248, 262, 272, 
302, 307 n., 369, 412, 514; cate- 
gories, 55, 192; its theory of the 
subtle body, 306; philosophy, 193, 
332 n., 398 n.; physics, 192, 273; 
springs of action in, 412; system, 
366, 371; theory, 190 

Vaisesika-bhāsya, 162 

Vaisesika-sūtras, 356, 369-371 

Vaišya, 502, 504, 505, 531, 542, 546 

vaisamya, 320 

Vaisnava, 125, 192, 219, 441, 443. 
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Vaisņavism and Saivism, 543 n., 549 n. 

Vaitarana, 424 

Vaitarana-tantra, 435 

vaitāna, 283 

Vaitāna-sūtra, 284 

Vaiyāsika-nyāya-mālā, 81 

Vajrā, 353, 354 

vakrānumāna, 120 

Vakulakara, 431 

Valabhī, 164 

valaya, 284 n. 4 

valayāsthi, 284 n. 4 

valāsa, 298 n., 299 

Valid, 12, 158, 166, 184; means of 
proof, 236; proofs, 167 

Validity, 166, 170 

Vallabhācārya, 147 n., 156 n., 443 

Vaméidhara Misra, 250 n. 

vanam, 497 

vanatho, 497 

vanisthu, 289 

Vanity, 509-511 

Vangasena, 427, 435 

Varada Pandita, 57 n. 

Vararuci, 432 

Vararuci-samhitā, 432 

Vardhamāna, 107, 126 x. 

Variability, 384 

varņa-dharma, 505 

varņaka, 52 n. 

varnasrama-dharma, 505 

varnya-sama, 386, 387 

varsā, 335 

Varuna, 292, 3007. 2 

Varying states, 180 

vasanta, 335 

Vasistha, 229, 257 

vasti, 289 n. 1, 340, 426 

vasti-kriyā, 296, 426 

vastu, 203 

vastutva, 38 

Vasubandhu, 19-21, 25, 26 n., 29, 35, 
88-60, 62, 164, 171; admits pure 
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knowledge, 20; arguments of San- 
kara for psychological duality of 
awareness do not apply to Vasu- 
bandhu, 29; central features of his 
philosophy, 24, 25; did not deny 
objectivity of objects of awareness, 
but regarded objects as awarenesses, 
29; experiences like dreams, 20; his 
date, 20 n.; his denial of the doctrine 
of pure vacuity, 21; his idealistic 
conceptional space, 25; his idealistic 
explanation of physical events, 21; 
his refutation of the atomic theory, 
20; his theory of dlaya-vijfiana, 22; 
his theory of pure consciousness and 
its power, 22; his theory of thought 
transformations, 21; his view of 
thought as real substance and its 
threefold transformations, 23 ff. ; his 
view that illusory impositions must 
have an object, 21 ; perceptual know- 
ledge of the material world not trust- 
worthy, 20; sahopalambha-niyama 
absent in, 26 x. 1; world-construc- 
tion as false as dream-construction, 
21 

Vasumitra, 171 

vasv-atika-vasu-vatsare, 107 

Vasistha-rāma-samvāda, 229 

vasyütman, 420 

vati, 400 n. 

Vatsapa, 300 

Vavrvásas, 300 

và, 330 

Vācaspati Misra, 11, 12,25 ., 29, 36 m., 
45, 47, 48, 51, 52, 56, 57, 74 n., 81- 
83, 87, 101, 103, 105, 106, 109, 111, 
112, 116, 119, 124, 126 n., 196, 220, 
250, 260, 262, 272, 305, 306 n., 393, 
394; admits jiva as the locus of 
avidyā and Brahman as its object, 
110; admits two kinds of ajfana, 
108; discussions regarding his date 
and teachers, 107; his account of the 
Sautrāntika view of the existence of 
the external world, 26 x. 2; his de- 
finition of truth, 108, 109; his differ- 
ence with Sarvajīātma Muni, 110; 
his explanation regarding the nature 
of object, 29; his followers, 108; 
his reference to other Buddhistic 
arguments regarding the falsity of 
space, 28x.; his view of illusion, 110; 
his view of the status of the object 
of knowledge, 111; method of his 
commentary, 108; on the Samkhya- 
Yoga theory of the subtle body, 
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Vācārambhaņa, 216 

vāda, 377, 379, 401 

Vādāvalī, 57 n. 

Vādirāja, 443 

Vādivāgīšvara, 196 

Vādīndra, 120, 122-124, 196; his date 
and works, 122, 123 

Vāgbhata, 274, 284 n. 3, 285 m. 6, 
286 n.1, 288 n. 1, 304, 327, 329, 
332, 425, 427, 432-434; diseases as 
modifications of dosas, 329; his view 
of dosa, dhātu and dhātu-mala, 332; 
his view of dosa, dhátu and mala, 
327 ff. 

Vagbhata junior, 363 

Vāgbhata-khaņdana-maņdana, 425 

Vagisa Gosvāmin, 225 n. 

Vahata, 263, 433 

Vājasaneyi-samhitā, 536 

vājīkaraņa, 276, 301 

Vājīkaraņa-tantra, 425 

vāk, 346 

vāk-chala, 385, 386 n. 

vākya-dosa, 384, 385 

Vākyakāra, 43 n. 

vākya-prašamsā, 385 

vākya-šesa, 389, 391 

Vākya-vivaraņa-vyākhyā, 193 

Vākya-vrtti, 80, 81 

Vākya-vrtti-prakāšikā, 80 

Vākya-vrtti-tīkā, 193 

Valmiki, 229, 230 

vāna-prastha, 505 

vàn-manah-sarira-pravrtti, 321 

vanmaya, 469 

Vüpyacandra, 431 

vāraņā, 353 

vāritta, soo 

vārsika, 345 

Vārttika, 1 n., 48, 52, 78, 83, 84, 100, 
102 

Vāryovida, 357 

vāsanā, 26, 27 n., 186, 187, 237-239, 
243, 245, 251, 255-257, 264, 266, 
268, 269 

vasanabhidhànah, 242 

vāsanā-ksaya, 252 

Vāsistha, 230, 231, 238, 255 

Vāsistha-Rāmāyaņa, 231 

Vāsistha-Rāmāyaņa-candrikā, 231 

Vāsistha-sāra, 232 

Vāsistha-sāra-gūdhārthā, 232 

vāstavī, 224 

Vāsudeva, 535, 538-544, 548, 549; and 
Krsna, 541 ff. 

Vasudevaka, 539 

Vāsudevendra, 57 n. 

vata, 258, 282, 296, 319, 327, 330- 


334, 335% 336, 337%, 339, 344, 
349. 350, 352, 361, 3627., 371, 
392 

vātaja, 300, 301, 331 

Vāta-kalā-kalīya, 332 n. 

vātala, 334 

vāta-prakrti, 328, 334 

vātī, 299 

vātīkāra, 299 

vātī-krta-nāšanī, 299 

vātī-krtasya-bhesajīm, 300 

Vatsiputriyas, 59, 60, 62, 182 

Vātsyāyana, 119, 124, 171, 248, 384 
Ti. 1., 390, 393, 399 M., 400 n., 401 n., 
413 

Vayorvida, 333 

vdyu, 75, 245, 257 N., 259 n., 260, 262, 
263, 276, 291, 300, 304, 311, 313, 
315, 318, 325-331, 332 11., 333-336, 
338, 339, 345, 348, 349, 362 n., 
363, 365, 384; according to Caraka, 
332 ff. 

vedanā, 23 

Vedas, 44, 224, 236, 274, 275, 277, 279, 
280, 294, 333, 390, 405, 407, 438, 
478, 481, 484, 487, 493, 494, 514, 
520, 524, 526, 545, 547, 548 

Veda-stuti-tīkā, 225 

vedavadinah, 424 

Vedadhyaksa - bhagavat - pūjyapāda, 
52 n. 

Vedānanda, 52 n. 

Vedānta, 1, 3, 13, 15, 18, 19, 29, 33, 
34, 37, 44, 47, 53, 54, 56, 57, 69, 71- 
73, 86, 96, 107, 115, 118, 124, 125, 
127, 128, 156, 168, 192, 198, 205, 
208, 216, 217, 220, 223, 224, 227, 
231, 234, 242, 261, 271, 310, 311, 
410, 438, 472, 474, 476, 478, 479, 
488, 499, 504, 512, 518, 548, 550; 
ajīāna and prakrti in, 74; all sub- 
jective notions are only contents, and 
therefore outside the revelation in, 
16; analysis of consciousness in, 63 
ff. ; apprehension of objects involving 
objective characters, objects and the 

ure immediacy of revelation in, 13; 

inandabodha's arguments in favour 
of the self-luminosity of the self 
and its criticism of the Prabhākara 
in, 69, 70; beginnings of the dia- 
lectical arguments in, 51; Buddhist 
criticism of the identity of the self 
and its reply in, 66, 67, cognitional 
revelation not a product in, 13; con- 
tinuation of the school of Vacaspati 
up to theseventeenth century in, 51, 
52; cUntinuation of the schools, of 
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Suresvara, Padmapāda and Maņdana 
up to the fourteenth century in, 52, 
53; continuity of conscious life in, 
15; criticism of Buddhistic analysis 
of recognition in, 65; difference be- 
tween pure intelligence and cog- 
nitional states in, 13; does not admit 
any relation between the character 
and the object, but both are mani- 
fested in one simple revelation, 13; 
eleventh century writers in, 49; 
everything else which is not a prin- 
ciple of revelation is māyā in, 16; 
existence of self cannot be proved 
by inference in, 68; existence of self 
is only proved through its imme- 
diacy and self-revelation in, 68, 69; 
general writers after the fourteenth 
century greatly under the influence 
of the Vivarana school in, 53; idea 
of jīvan-mukti in, 251 ; in what sense 
cognizing is an act, in what sense it 
is a fact in, 15; * I" only a particular 
mode of mind in, 15; its account of 
the antahkarana, 75; its account of 
the kosas, 75, 76; its account of the 
possibility of recognition, 65, 66; its 
account of the universe, 76; its 
account of the vāyus, 75; its central 
philosophical problem, 47; its chief 
emphasis is on the unity of the self, 
72, 73; its conception of identity 
differentiated from the ordinary log- 
ical concept of identity, 14; its cos- 
mology, 73-77; its difference with 
the Mahāyānists regarding nature 
of objects in theVivaraņa school, 30; 
its theory of the subtle body, 311; 
its three opponents, Buddhist, Nai- 
yüyika and Mimamsaka, 71, 72; its 
twofold view, 13; logical explana- 
tion as regards the nature of identity 
in, 14; meaning of cognizing in, 15; 
meaning of prāņa in, 260, 261; 
memory does not indicate aware- 
ness of awareness in, 67; mental 
states and revelation in, 15; nature 
of ajitāna and its powers in, 73, 74; 
nature of the,antahkarana in, 76, 77 ; 
nature the obligatoriness of its 
study in, 46; no cognition canrfot 
be cognized again in, 14; notion of 
“I” as content in, 15; possible bor- 
rowing of its theory of perception 
from Samkhya by Padmapada in, 
89 n.; principle of revelation de- 
signated as self or ātman in, 16; 
e principle of revelation && self-con- 
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tent, infinite and non-temporal in, 
16; principle of revelation neither 
subjective nor objective in, 16; 
guarrel with the Prabhākaras on the 
subject of revelation in, 67; reasons 
adduced as to why cognition cannot 
be cognized in, 14; refutation of the 
arguments against theself-luminosity 
of the self in, 68, 69; revelation can- 
not be individuated, 16; revelation 
identical with self in, 15; self-iden- 
tity proved through memory in, 67; 
seventeenth and eighteenth century 
writers more under the influence of 
Vācaspati, Surešvara and Sarvajiat- 
ma than of the Vivarana in, 56, 57; 
Srīharsa, Citsukha and the mahd- 
vidyā syllogism of Kulārka in, 51; 
status of the object in, 35; tenth 
century writers in and Buddhism in, 
48, 49; the evolution of the micro- 
cosmos and macrocosmos from aj- 
fiana, 74, 75; the self limited by 
māyā behaves as individuals and as 
God in, 72; the theory of triort- 
karaņa and pajict-karana in, 74; 
Vidyāraņya's analysis of the recog- 
nizer in, 66; Vidyaranya's conten- 
tion that the self-identity cannot be 
explained by the assumption of two 
separate concepts in, 67, 68; writers 
from the seventeenth to the nine- 
teenth century in, 57 x. 1; writers 
inspired by Jagannāthāšrama Nrsim- 
ha and Appaya in, 55; writers in- 
spired by Krsnananda of the seven- 
teenth century in, 56; writers of the 
sixteenth and seventeenth centuries 
in, 55 
Vedānta arguments, 118, 128 
Vedānta dialectic, 125; history of its 
rise and growth, 124, 125; mahā- 
vidyā syllogisms of Kulārka as its 
direct precursor in, 124, 125 
Vedanta dialectics, 57n., 163, 171; 
forerunners of, 171 ff. 
Vedānta epistemology, 149, 154. 
Vedānta-hrdaya, 57 n. 
Vedānta idealism, 151 
Vedānta-kalpa-latikā, 225, 226 
Vedānta-kalpa-taru, 108, 119 n., 260 
Vedanta-kalpa-taru-mafijari, 108 
Vedānta-kalpa-taru-parimala, 108, 226 
Vedānta-kaumudī, 52, 53, 197, 198, 
204—206, 209, 210, 211 n, 
Vedānta-kaumudī-vyākhyāna, 205 
Vedānta-kaustubha, 82 n. 
Vedanta-naya-bhiisana, 56, 82 
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Vedānta-paribhāsā, 17 n., 30 n., 54, 
74n., 75 n., 105, 207, 208, 209 n., 
211 N., 217, 223 n. 

Vedānta-paribhāsā-prakāšikā, 54 n. 

Vedānta philosophy, 19, 51, 62, 112 

Vedānta-sāra, 54, 55, 73 n., 75n.,81m., 
103, 261 

Vedānta-siddhānta-candrikā, 56 

Vedānta-siddhānta-muktāvalī, 57., 
270 

Vedānta-sūtra, 228, 260-262 

Vedānta-sūtra-muktāvalī, 82 

Vedanta-sikhamani, 54 

Vedānta-tattva-dīpana-vyākhyā, 54 

Vedānta-tattva-kaumudī, 45 n. 

Vedānta-tattva-viveka, 54, 216, 217 n. 

Vedānta teachers, 17, 30 

Vedanta tex 

Vedanta topics, 8r 

Vedanta writers, 55 

Vedāntācārya, 441 

Vedantic, 31 n., 52 n., 92, 311; attack, 
125; circle, 55; concept of salvation, 
227; concepts, 148; cosmology, 73, 
226; development, 48; doctrines, 
228; idealism, 36; influence, 477, 
478; interpretation, 49; interpreta- 
tion by Bhartrprapaiica, 1; inter- 
preters, 208; monism, 224; pro- 
blems, 228; self, 33; texts, 9o, 98, 
99, 102; writers, 44, 53 

Vedāntin, 30, 234 

Vedāntist, 12,31,96, 124, 125, 128,157, 
167, 168, 225, 517 

vedanga, 274, 276 

Vedànga-sára, 432 

Vedartha-samgraha, 43 n. 

Vedic commands, 479, 481-486 

Vedic commentator, 21 5 

Vedic dharma, 533 

Vedic duties, 43 n., 46, 99, 100, 437 

Vedic index, 345 n., 346 n., 486 n. 3 

Vedic India, 301 

Vedic injunctions, 468 

Vedic knowledge, 495 

Vedic religion, 493 

Vedic texts, 74 n., 98, 129 

Vedische Studien, 345 n. 

vega-pravartana, 327 

Vegetables (born from), 309 

Veins, 256, 289, 290, 318 

Venis, 17 n. 

Venkata, 43 n., 82 n., 119, 120, 123, 
200 

Venkatanatha, 441 

Venkateša, 432 

veram, 497 

Verbal command, 479 


Verbal definitions, 146 

Verbalism, 171 

Verbal nature, 163 

Verbal repetition, 385 

Verbal sophisms, 146 

Verbal usage, 184 

Vertebrae, 287 x. 1 

Vertebral column, 285 x. 1, 287 n. 1, 
353 

vibhava, 537 

vibhaga, 158, 194, 360 

Vibhrama-viveka, 87 n. 

vibhūti, 549 

Vibration, 256; of the prāņa, 256 

Vibratory, 254; activity, 257, 258, 261; 
movement, 188 

vicāra, 358, 359 

vicāraņā, 264, 373 

Vice, 194, 248, 305, 373, 487, 493, 
498, 507, 510, 511, 522 

vicikitsā, 413 

Vicious, 22,23,409, 414; endless series, 
130; infinite, 40, 70, 117, 132, 162, 
174, 178, 185; infinite regress, 128, 
255 

Viciousness, 373 

Victory, 512 

viddeso, 497 

Videha, 427 

videha-mukti, 252 

Videha-tantra, 435 

vidhāna, 389, 391 

vidhi, 50, 479—483 

Vidhi-rasāyana, 220 

Vidhi:rasāyanopajīvanī, 220 

Vidhi-viveka, 45 n., 86, 87, 106, 482 

vidhura, 351 

vidhurā, 342 

vidradha, 299 

Vidvan-manoramā, 79 

Vidvan-mano-raüjant, 261 n. 1 

vidvat-samnyāsa, 251,252 n. 

Vidyabhusan, Dr, 393, 394 

vidyà, 12, 238, 239, sos 

Vidyābharaņa, 126 n. 

vidyābhāva, 12 

vidyabhipsita, 495 

Vidyādhāman, 79 

Vidyamrta-varsint, 11 Su. 

Vidyaranya, 52, 53, 57, 69, 70 m, 78, 
82, 83, 86, 103, 214, 216, 251, 252; 
a follower of the Vivaraņa view, 215; 
his date and works, 214, 216; his 
idea of Jīvan-mukti, 251; his view 
that māyā and Brahman are the 
joint cause of the world-appearance, 
215; the writer of Paficadasi and 
of the Jīvan-mukti-viveka, ESI ru 
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Vidyāraņya Muni, 66, 67 

Vidyāratna, K., 2 n. 

Vidyā sāgarī, 103, 126 n., 132, 134 n. 

Vidya-surabhi, 99 

Vidya-sri, 82 n. 

vidyē-tart, 107 

Vidyatirtha, 215 n. 

View, 366, 369, 378; of things, 13 

Vigorous, 303 

Vigraha-vyavartant, 165 

vigrhya-sambhāsā, 378 

Vijayanagara, 219 

Vijaya-prasasti, 126 

Vijayaraksita, 428-430, 432, 434, 435 

vijfiapti, 20 

vijfiapti-mátratà, 22, 24 

Vijīapti-mātratā-siddhi, 19 n. 

vijflana, 23, 127, 164, 307, 343, 373, 
491, 505 n. 

Vijiiana-bhairava, 264. 

Vijfianabhiksu, 262, 443 

jnana-dhátu, 307 

Vijīāna-kaumudī, 264 

vijiāna-kriyā-šakti-dvayāšraya, 104 

ijndnamaya, 76 

mamaya-kosa, 75 

ma-mātra, 19, 22, 234 

tāna-pariņāma, 21 

na-vàda, 20, 209, 228, 272 

na-vádins, 2, 242 

Vijūānāmrta-bhāsya, 262 

vikalpa, 75 n., 236, 261, 389, 392, 
401 m. 

vikalpa-vāsanā, 23 

vikāra, 320, 369 

Vikrama-samvat, 107 

Vikramasila, 49 

vikrti, 334, 335, 358, 386 n., 388 

viksepa, 73, 389 n. 

viksepa-saktt, 74 

viksipati, 112 

vilayana-rūpā vrddhih prakopah, 335 n. 

vilapant, 264, 265 

vimukta, 251 

Vimuktātman, 198, 199, 201, 203-205; 
criticism of the bhedabheda view by, 
201, 202; criticism of the sahopa- 
lambha-niyamāt by, 201 ; his date and 
works, 198; his refutation of “ differ- 
encé,” 199,200; nature of pure con- 
sciousness in, 199; tries to-prove an 
intrinsic difference between aware- 
ness and its object, 201; world- 
appearance like a painting on a 
canvas in, 203 

Vimšatikā, 19, 20 n., 21 n., 26 n., 29 

Vinaya-Pitaka, 276 

veidsa-prati;edhat, 386 n. 
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Vindhyasvāmin, 171 

vinibandhanam, 497 

viiitiana, 498 

Violent, 408 

viparita-dharmatva, 6 

viparyaya, 10, 381, 391 

viparyāsa, 5; (error), four kinds of, 5 

vipāka, 22-24, 362-364, 366, 391 

virakti, 251, 252 

virāj, 43 

virāt, 215, 548 

vireka, 315 

Virility, 301, 333 

viriya-samvara, soo 

virodho, 497 

Virtue, 194, 248, 305, 373, 404, 493, 
508, 510, 511, 514, 522 

Virtuous, 23, 367, 414, 511, 512, 514; 
deeds, 246 

viruddha, 384, 385, 386 n., 388 

viruddha hetu, 386 n. 

visalpa, 299 

visalbaka, 299 

visarga, 370 

visarpa, 299, 430 

visattikā, 497 

Visible, 157, 337 n.; dosa, 337 n. 

Vision, 333 

Visual, 176; consciousness, 61; organ, 
315 perception, 20, 25 7.; sense, 156 

visada, 332, 359 n., 361 

visesa, 148, 187, 189, 371, 397 

visista-devata-bhakti, sos 

syaiva ānanda-padārthatvāt, 223 

advaita, 57 n., 441 

ādvaita-vādin, 439 

ddha-cakra, 355 

visva, 76, 548 

Visvabhāratī, 58 x. 

Visvadeva, 115 

Visvambhara, 79 

Visvanatha 'Tīrtha, 220 

Visvarūpa Acarya, 82, 83, 86, 87, 251 

višva-rūpatā, 241 

Visvamitra, 230, 541 

Visvāmitra-samhitā, 432 

Višvesvara, 443 

Visvesvara Pandita, 80 

Visvešvara Sarasvati, 55 

Visvesvara Tirtha, 78 

Visvesvarananda, 82 n. 

Viśveśvarāśrama, 57 n. 

višvodarā, 353 

visama-pravartanā, 416 

visama-vijfiana, 416 

visamāhāropayogitvāt, 334 n. 

„Visa-tantra, 425 

visaya, 23, 30, 104, IIO, 112, 152 
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visaya-caitanya, 207 

visaya-gata-pratyaksatva, 208 

visaya-titiksā, 495 

visaya-vijfiapti, 22 

visaya-visayi-bhava, 144, 152 

visayān indriyandm, 341 

visayopalabdhi, 373 

Visnu, 535, 536, 538, 546-549; and 
bhagavat, 539, 540; conception of, 
535, 536; conception of, and of 
nārāyaņa, 537, 538 

Visņubhatta, 52 x. 

Visnu-dharmottara, 279 n. 

Visņu-mukhā, 536 

Visnu-pada, 536 

Visnu-purdna, 251 

Visņu-purāņa-tīkā, 148 n. 

Visnu-smrti, 279 n. 

Vital centres, 340 

Vital currents, 179 

Vital element, 315, 316 

Vital functions, 357, 487 

Vitality, 241, 328, 336 

Vital parts, 342 

Vital powers, 21 

Vital principle, 241 

vitanda, 377, 379, 401 

Vitthala Diksita, 443 

Vivaraņa, 53, 54, 56, 103, 208, 209, 
216 n., 222; line, 104; school, 34, 53, 
57 

Vivarana-prameya-samgraha, 52, 53, 
63 n., 65 n., 66 n., 67, 70 n., 83, 84, 
86, 87, 103, 214, 216 

Vivaraņa-siddhānta-candrikā, 434 

Vivaraņa-siddhānta-cintāmaņi, 329 n. 

Vivaraņa-tātparya-dīpikā, 148 n. 

Vivaraņopanyāsa, 10, 31 n., 103, 216 n. 

Vivaraņopanyāse Bhāratītīrtha-vaca- 
nam, 216 n. 

vivarta, 38, 39, 224; cause, 45; view, 
46, 215; view of causation, 224 

vivarta-kāraņa, 50, 51 

Viveka-cūdāmaņi, 79 

viveka-nispatti, 250 

vividisā-samnyāsa, 252 n. 

Virasimhavalokita, 436 

vīrya, 241, 351, 359, 361-366, 370, 
391, 501 

vītā, 256 

Vocal activities, 500 

Vocal organs, 254 

Void, 272 

Volition, 23, 24, 71, 152, 153, 463, 
515 

Volitional states, 179, 180 

Volitional tendency, 479 

Voluntary, 515 
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Vomiting, 348 

vranah, 330 n. 

Vrddha-Vagbhata, 317 x. 1 

vrddhāh, 103 

vrddhi, 322 

vrkka, 318 

Vrnda, 427, 435 

Vrsnis, 539, 541, 543 

vrsya, 323, 365 n. 

ortti, 56, 70, 87, 206, 207, 210, 256, 
306 

vrtti-caitanya, 208 

vrtti-jüana, 77 

urttikdra, 43 

Vrtti-prabhākara, 216 n. 

vrtti transformation, 206 

Vrtti-vārttika, 220 

vyakta, 470 

vyakter apaiti, 386 n. 

vyartha, 388 

vyatireki, 400 n. 

vyavasāya, 107, 384 

vyavasāyātmikā, 484 n. 1 

vyādhi, 336 n. 

Vyadhi-sindhu-vimardana, 432 

Vyākaraņa, 275 n., 547 

Vyākaraņa-vāda-naksatra-mālā, 219 

vyakhyana, 389, 392 

Vyākhyāna-dīpikā, 123 

Vyākhyā-sudhā, 55 

vyākulita-mānasaļ, 312 n. 3 

vyāna, 259, 260, 291 

vyāpādo, 497 

vyāpāra, 137, 186 

vyaparah prerana-riipah, 481 

vydpti, 120, 139, 148, 194 

vyāpti-graha, 148 

vyārosaņam, 498 

Vyasa, 78, 87, 259 n. 2 

Vyāsa-bhāsya, 251, 262, 265, 305, 408, 
476, 517 

Vyāsatīrtha, 118, 225, 226 

Vyāsāšrama, 119 

vyāvahārika, 2, 44 

vyāvrtta, 63 

vyāyāma, 419 

vyūha, 545, 546, 548 


Wackernagel, 345 n. „ 

Waking experiences, 6, 8,.28 
Waking ideas, 26 

Waking life, 8o, 115 

Waking state, 26, 240, 241, 257 
Walleser, 398 n. 

Warm, 358, 361, 408 

Washerman, 160 

Waste-products, 325, 327, 331, 337 
Watchfulliess, sos D 
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Water, 74, 187,194, 302, 331—334, 347, 
349, 352, 357-360, 362, 364, 367, 
501; channels, 348 

Watery, 331, 357, 359; character, 331 

Way, 115, 367 

Weak, 338 

Wealth, 510 

Weber, Dr Albrecht, 288 n., 486 n. 

Well-being, 509 

Whirlwind, 408 

White, 349; leprosy, 282 

Whitney, W. D., 340 n. 

Whole, 20, 40, 152, 157, 187 

Will, 149, 248, 402, 415; force of, 264; 
to live, 414 

Willing, 263 

Will-power, 242 

Windpipe, 286 

Winter, 327, 335, 370 

Wisdom, 24, 257, 442, 444, 491, 494, 
500, 502, 504, 505, 514, 530, 532 

Wise, 378, 531 

Wish, 497 

World, 1, 3, 11, 51, 114, 230, 236 

World-appearance, 1, 5, 9-12, 19, 45, 
46, 48, 55, 74, 98, 101, 105, 106, 110, 
III, 117, 118, 147, 152, 168, 170, 
215, 217, 221, 224, 230, 233-236, 
239-245, 256, 268 

World-construction, 21 

World-creation, 39, 42, 242 

World-experience, 3, 4, 170 

Worldly life, 521 t 

World-manifestation, 410 n. 

World-objects, 21, 28, 36 

World-order, 533 

World-phenomena, 50 

World-process, 73, 170 

Worms, 297, 298, 300 

Worship; 537 

Wounds, 330 

Wrath, 497 

Wrong construction, 154 

Wrong notion, 9 

Wrong perception, 137 


yad antar-jfieya-rüpam, 27 n. 
yadrcchā, 372, 410 

yajfia, 292 n., 448, 487, 488 
yajfia-vidah, 448 

Yajfiesvara Makhīndra, 218 n. 
Yajus, 274, 390, 526 i 
Yakkha, 539 

yakna, 288 

yaksas, 283, 468 

yaksman, 297 n. 5, 298 

Yama, 251, 311, 432, 454, 455, 491 
gania; 257 . 
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yasmin šūnyam jagat sthitam, 234 
Yašomitra, 58 n., 62 


.yathārthānubhava, 213 


yatharthanubhavah pramā, 133, 212 
yathā-vidhi, 294, 295 ` 
Yaugācāryas, 120 

Yādava, 541, 543 

Yādavābhyudaya, 220 

Yādavābhyudaya-tīkā, 220 

Yādavānanda Nyāyācārya, 225 n. 

Yajfiavalkya, 107, 252, 286 n. 1 

Yajnavalkya-Dharma-Sastra, 279 n. 

Yāmunācārya, 439-441, 541, 546, 547 

yātudhānas, 296, 300 

Yellow, 27, 176, 330; awareness, 70, 
71 

Yellowness, 143 . 

Yoga, 107, 109, 250, 258, 265, 356, 
389, 390, 415, 439, 440, 443-445, 
447, 451-453, 456, 457, 460, 461, 
466, 467, 489, 499, 504, 512, 514, 
519, 547; concept of God criticized, 
177; springs of action in, 414 

yoga-dhāraņā, 449 n. 2 

Yoga discipline, 242 

Yoga literature, 354 n. 

Yoga practices, 273, 436, 440, 448, 
477 

Yoga processes, 453 

yoga-sevā, 450 

Yoga-sütra, 5 n., 251, 265, 304 n., 403, 
408, 443, 451, 461, 549 

Yoga-sūtra-bhāsya, 87 

Yoga system, 436 

yoga-šataka, 425, 436 

Yoga Upanisads, 455, 461 

yoga-vāhitvāt, 332 n. 

Yoga-vārttika, 262, 355 

Yoga-vāsistha, 17, 57 n., 228, 230 n., 
231-234, 237, 240, 246, 247, 250 n., 
251—254, 259, 263, 264 n., 265-268, 
270-272, 402 n.; citta and move- 
ment, 258; conception of jivan- 
mukti, 245 ff.; denial of daiva in, 
255; energy and its evolution, 343 ff. ; 
energy and world-appearance, 243 ff.; 
estimate of its philosophy, 271, 
272; free-will and destiny, 253; its 
doctrine of prārabdha-karma, 246, 
247; its idealism compared with 
that of Prakāšānanda, 270, 271; its 
idealism compared with that of 
Sankara and Buddhist idealism, 268 
fi; jivan-mukti and Nyàya eman- 
cipation, 248; jivan-mukti and the 
Prabhākara idea of emanicpation, 
249; Jivan-mukti and the Samkhya 
idea of emancipation, 249, 250; jī- 
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Yoga-vāsistha (cont.) 
van-mukti and the Sārnkhya-yoga 
ideaofemancipation, 249—251; jīvan- 
mukti and Vidyāraņya's doctrine of 
jivan-mukti, 251; jīvan-mukti com- 
pared with Buddhist sainthood, 247, 
248; jīvan-mukti compared with 
sthita-prājita, 247; karma, manas 
and the categories, 237-239; nature 
of Rartrtva, 242 ff.; nature of the 
work, other works on it and its date, 
228-232; origination of the world 
through thought-movement, 235- 
237; place of free-will in, 254; prana 
and prāņāvāma in, 257 ff.; prāņa 
vibration and knowledge in, 256; 
right conduct and final attainment 
in, 267, 268; stages of progress to- 
wards saintliness in, 264 ff.; theory 
of spanda, 235-237; ultimate reality 
is pure intelligence, 232,233; vāsanā 
and prāņa vibration in, 256, 257; 
world-appearance is entirely mental 
creation and absolutely false, 233, 
234 

Yoga-vāsistha-Rāmāyaņa, 228, 232 

Yoga-vāsistha-samksepa, 232 

Yoga-vāsistha-sāra, 232 

Yoga-vāsistha-sāra-samgraha, 232 

Yoga-vāsistha-slokāh, 232 


Yoga-vāsistha-tātparya-prakāša, 240 n. 

Yoga-vasistha-tatparya-samgraha, 232 

Yogācāra, 164 

Yogananda, 57 n. 

Yogānandanātha, 436 

yogārūdha, 444, 445, 446 n. 

Yogesvara, 453 

Yogins, 189, 256, 440, 444, 446-451, 
454 

Yogi-yajnavalkya-samhita, 354 

Yogisvara, 57 n., 122 

yogyatā, 150 

yoni, 358 

yuddhe cāpy apalāyana, sos n. 

yudh, 551 

Yudhisthira, 508, 509 

Yugasena, 172 

uj, 443, 444, 446 

Yujir, 443, 444 

yujir yoge, 443, 444 

yuj samādhau, 443 

yukta, 446 n. 1, 458 

yukta āsīta, 449 

yukti, 359, 360, 370, 373, 375, 376 

Yukti-dīpikā, 45 n. 

Yukti-prayoga, 49 

yuijyat, 446 n. 4 


Zeitschrift der Deutschen Morgenlāndi- 
schen Gesellschaft, 345 n. 
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